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ABSTRACT

This study describes the perceptions of both distance education administrators and
faculty who teach mathematics online in a Florida community college setting with regard
to the relative importance of core competencies and roles in teaching online courses and
the need for professional development that is supportive of these competencies and roles.
The perceptions of administrators and online faculty for level of importance indicated for
core competencies and skill area needs for faculty development when teaching an online
course were examined. Results of these perceptions by group were re-examined in
relation to gender, age, ethnicity, years of community college teaching experience, and
years of online community college teaching experience.
The Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online Course, a 23-item
instrument designed by the researcher, was mailed to 28 distance education
administrators with membership to the Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC)
and 100 faculty teaching mathematics or statistics online during spring term 2006.
Twenty administrators and fifty-two online faculty returned surveys, for a usable
response rate of 71% and 52%, respectively.
Results from the study suggested: (a) distance education administrators and online
faculty ascribed a similar level of importance to core competencies and roles for teaching
an online course; (b) providing grades and feedback, facilitating online activities to
support learning, and creation of online assignments and tasks were perceived to be the
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most important competencies and roles for online instruction; (c) distance education
administrators and online faculty ascribe varying levels of importance to skill areas
needed for faculty development to support a fully Web-based course; (d) knowledge of
distance education instructional techniques and planning and instructional design skills
were perceived to be the most important skill area need to target for faculty development;
and (e) neither gender nor age had any bearing on distance education administrator and
online faculty perceptions of the need for faculty development to support online
instruction.
The results further indicate that although the perceived importance of core
competencies and roles for teaching online were similar for distance education
administrators and online faculty, the levels of importance for each competency and role
varied within each group based upon gender, age, ethnicity, years of community college
teaching experience, and years of online community college teaching experience. For
example, male faculty, more so than female faculty, viewed greater relevance for
production of new and relevant knowledge as competency. Distance education
administrators between the ages of 30 and 40, more so than administrators between 49
and 55 years old, consider facilitating to understand course content a high priority
competency.
Recommendations for further study included conducting a parallel study by
varying the faculty subject area, the institution type, geographic location, or level of
accreditation. Further research is also suggested to examine ethnic minority
representation within distance learning. For this study, the distance education
administrator sample was just above 5%, and it was only 10% among the online faculty
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as it relates to ethnic minorities. Further research is needed to analyze the factors
contributing to overall under-representation of ethnic minorities, particularly AfricanAmericans.
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CHAPTER 1
CLARIFYING THE PROBLEM

Introduction
As digital communication technologies have extended teaching and learning
environments beyond face-to-face modes, the brick and mortar of the traditional college
or university campus no longer fully define the postsecondary classroom (Floyd, 2003;
Kozeracki, 1999). Moreover, as Howell et al. (2003, para. 6) asserted, “The current
higher education infrastructure cannot accommodate the growing college-aged population
and enrollments, making more distance education programs necessary.”
Technology-rich learning environments offer the potential to prepare students
who can more readily respond to the demands and advancements of a global economy
(Kozma, 2003). “Technology is a critical part of every industry, and students must know
how to use it effectively” (Harvey, 2004, p. 73).

Further, the League for Innovation in

the Community College found that 86 percent of surveyed community college leaders
deemed technological literacy essential for students to succeed in the twenty-first century
(ERIC Clearinghouse for Community Colleges, 2002).
Nontraditional and adult learners, who often attend community colleges, demand
equity and access to any time, any place learning-centered quality instruction (Evans,
2003; Lever-Duffy & Lemke, 1996; Thach, 1993), and these students want courses that
effectively integrate with life responsibilities and busy schedules (Howell et al., 2003).

1

Students are choosing to attend those institutions that are most responsive to their needs.
Accordingly, technology has changed the way institutions of higher education, in general,
and community colleges, in particular, operate and deliver instruction (Plotnik, 1999). In
many ways, technology has become the great equalizer, as the Internet helps to facilitate
and increase communication between faculty, students and staff (Hancock, 2001). As
Lever-Duffy and Lemke (1996) put it, “distance education [is] in the right place, at the
right time.”
Three major sources provide distance education courses in higher education: (a)
traditional institutions of higher education (colleges, universities, two-year and/or
community colleges) that incorporate such courses within their comprehensive
curriculum; (b) independent distance education institutions that solely, or primarily, offer
remote access classes; and (c) hybrid coalitions of these two. Examples of the latter
include consortia that serve as clearinghouses for advertisement of distance education
courses offered at higher education institutions or which offer their own degrees and
certificates (Kozeracki, 1999).
The changing demographics in the community college and its increasingly
nontraditional student body require different approaches to teaching and learning beyond
those with which most faculty are familiar (Murray, 2002; Stolzenberg, 2002). Today,
distance education—particularly online learning—has experienced unparalleled and
simultaneous growth in the community college setting (Dillon & Cintron, 1997;
Hancock, 2001).
Hancock (2001) reported that 62 percent of all two-year public institutions offered
distance education in 1998 with an 18 percent increase expected by 2001, while findings
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from the Center for Study of Community Colleges’ 1998 Curriculum Project concluded
that 78 percent of a representative sample of these institutions offered at least one
distance education course (Kozeracki, 1999). Community colleges are leaders in
providing distance education (Akroyd et al., 2004).
Historically, community colleges have demonstrated a commitment to access,
outreach, and affordability in their efforts to make a difference in the lives of students and
their surrounding communities (Milliron & Prentice, 2004). These institutions have
begun to implement significant changes in administrative and instructional practice to
embrace distance education and the technological revolution (Cohen & Brawer, 1996;
Kosak et al., 2004). As Milliron and Prentice (2004) put it: “In today’s higher education
world, asynchronous learning is the power tool” (p. 1).
Thus, the wired campus has become the norm rather than the exception in the
community college (Dillon & Cintron, 1997; Meyers et al., 2004) as this institution of
higher education uses computer-mediated services and online instruction to meet the
growing demands and needs of students, the workforce, and the broader community.
Through its utility in providing online access to student records, course advisement, and
learner assessment, technology continues to emerge as an integral part of organizational
and administrative infrastructures.
As technologies continue to transform society, student services and instructional
methods also continue to morph as institutions seek to accommodate a diverse student
body (Kosak et al., 2004). Floyd (2003) remarked that, “the effect of the [technology]
revolution is already apparent in the improved efficiency in the operation of community
colleges” (p. 338). Further, she cited the egalitarian mission of teaching and learning in
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this setting as a primary reason for the rapid expansion of campus-based use of
technology. Community colleges, known for their focus on teaching and learning, are
using technological tools and all available resources to effect, document, and measure
student learning.
Distance education is perceived to necessitate more of a team effort than the
implementation of a traditional classroom course (Cyrs, 1997). Olliver (2004)
recommended twelve maxims for sustaining effective online learning environments
which involve interdepartmental and cross-divisional collaboration and cooperation. For
example, the first maxim, a precondition for all of the others, posits that e-learning must
be integral to the institutional mission and possess the full support of senior
administration and the executive governance team. It is a systems perspective of thinking
that lends itself as the desired model for effective implementation of online courses
(Thach & Murphy, 1995).
As a consequence, then, Olliver (2004) further asserts that the process for
sustaining the online learning enterprise entails building institutional commitment,
recognizing pedagogical differences, investing in instructional development and training,
establishing a single point of contact, providing a full range of electronic services, along
with devising a robust technical infrastructure and support network. He also identifies
specific characteristics that should be evidenced within an effective online enterprise:
ongoing marketing and marketing research, accountability, realistic financial provisions,
resistance to the paralysis of analysis, and recognition of rapid change in e-learning
processes.
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Similarly, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) (2000)
offered best practices for online education. For the component of faculty support, the
report noted:
1. There should be a mutual decision-making process which utilizes qualified
administration and faculty for the purpose of adopted policies and agreements
to address concerns related to professional evaluation, ownership of
intellectual property, compensation, and workload.
2. The institution should provide an ongoing program of appropriate technical,
design, and production support for participating faculty members.
3. The institution should provide to those responsible for program development
the orientation and training to help them become proficient in the uses of the
program’s technologies, including potential changes in course design and
management.
4. The institution should provide to those responsible for working directly with
students the orientation and training to help them become proficient in the
uses of the technologies for these purposes, including strategies for effective
interaction.
As an epilogue, Sherry (1996) added that faculty who are experienced and at ease with
the technology are potentially the most important variable in providing successful
effective distance education.
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Statement of the Problem
While there is a growing realization that traditional teaching techniques will not
work in online learning settings (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000; McKenzie
& Roblyer, 2000; Stolzenberg, 2002), there is insufficient scholarly research on the
competencies and roles that faculty need for teaching Web-based courses (Thach, 1993)
or the training and professional development necessary to sustain and support exemplary
online instruction (Kosak et al., 2004). Given that greater number of faculty are
beginning to teach in the online setting, efforts to identify requisite skills, knowledge,
roles, and competencies are needed (Rockwell et al., 2000; Thach & Murphy, 1995;
Williams, 2003). A commensurate and definitive need has arisen for faculty
development and training, both pre- and in-service. The present research study sought to
capitalize on the expertise of distance education administrators and those distance
educators who teach in a community college setting to add to the body of knowledge and
literature in this area.

Purposes of the Study
The primary purposes of the study were to explore the perceptions of distance
education administrators and faculty who teach online in the community college
regarding: (a) the relative importance of specific competencies (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) and roles in teaching online
courses, and (b) the need to acquire professional development that is supportive of these
competencies pre- and/or in-service. Faculty teaching mathematics were chosen based on
the statistical data establishing the crucial link between the successful completion of
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postsecondary mathematics courses and eventual completion of a degree (Adelman,
1996; Berry, 2003; Pankowski, 2004). The research study will offers important insight
for appropriately training and effectively sustaining faculty for the online teaching
experience.

Conceptual Framework
The initial step for designing effective professional development programs is the
identification of specific competencies and roles within a discipline (Williams, 2003).
Thereafter, the competencies and roles generate content areas for engendering
progressive expertise through faculty development. Thus, the first prong of the
theoretical framework for the present study acknowledges that specified competencies—
comprised of skills, knowledge, and attitudes—found in the literature are needed to
produce the desired outputs for the successful online learning environment.
A consistent concern for faculty members transitioning to the online learning
environment is the change in their role as teacher. Several studies have examined roles
for faculty teaching online courses from the framework of teacher presence and
immediacy, social cognitive theory, and learning theory (Cuellar, 2002; Kosak et al.,
2004; Levy, 2003; Wallace, 2003). Thach and Murphy (1995) defined a role as the
predominant duty or function performed by an individual in a given profession or field.
For online education, it is particularly important to ask how the interactive roles of
faculty – the personal, immediate, and responsive aspects – can be realized in distance
learning classrooms, or if they cannot be realized, what the role of the instructor becomes
once the materials are online and the class begins (Wallace, 2003).
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This second prong of the conceptual framework in this study posits that specific
competencies, then, are reflected or organized into distinguishable faculty roles exhibited
in-service when teaching an online course (See Figure 1). Figure 1 portrays how
exposure to pre-service and/or in-service training leads to the development of specific
competencies which manifest as roles within the online classroom environment. The
cyclical process for exhibiting specific instructional roles embodies best practices for
online instruction. For online education, it is particularly important to gain a clear
understanding of the interactive roles of faculty found in the literature – the personal,
immediate, and responsive aspects – for levels of prevalence and importance in achieving
the desired learning outcomes (Wallace, 2003).

Pre-Service Training

In-Service Training
Competencies

Online Class
Best Practice
Instruction

Specific Roles

Figure 1. Best Practice Instruction Model in Internet-based Distance Education

Research Questions
1. How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the importance of core
competencies and roles identified in the literature (Goodyear et al., 2001;
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Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for effective online
instruction?
2. Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of competencies and
roles between distance education administrators and faculty?
3. Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of specific competencies
and roles between distance education administrators and faculty based upon
varying demographic characteristics (years teaching experience in community
college, years of online teaching experience in community college, gender, ethnic
background, age)?
4. Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional competencies and roles
do distance education faculty and administrators identify as essential for teaching
an online course?
5. How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the need for faculty
development to support critical skill sets identified in the literature (Goodyear et
al., 2001; Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for
effective online instruction?
6. Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of need for professional
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty?
7. Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of need for faculty
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty based upon varying demographic characteristics (years teaching
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experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in
community college, gender, ethnic background, age)?
8. Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional faculty development
needs do distance education faculty and administrators identify as essential for
teaching an online course?

Methodology
Research Paradigm
This study used a mixed method research paradigm and survey research
methodology to ascertain the perceived importance for core competencies and roles and
for professional development related to critical skills deemed essential for teaching an
online course.

Population
The identified population for this study was drawn from two sources. The
distance learning administrator participants were captured from the membership roster of
the Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC) for the 28 community colleges within
the state. The online faculty participants were selected from community colleges within
the state of Florida who granted permission for the study and offered fully Web-based
mathematics or statistics courses during the spring term 2006. All 28 community
colleges had administrative membership to the FDLC. Twenty-three community colleges
offered online courses mathematics or statistics during spring term 2006; 14 of those
institutions granted permission to the researcher to conduct the study.
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Instrumentation
The researcher developed the primary survey instrument, entitled Survey of
Competencies for Teaching an Online Course. The content of the survey instrument was
based on core competencies and roles as well as critical skills supportive of these
competencies and roles that have been consistently identified in the literature (Goodyear
et al., 2001; Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for effective
online instruction. It was constructed to gather data representative of the perceptions of
distance learning administrators and online faculty who teach in the Florida Community
College System regarding the importance of these specific core competencies and the
need for professional development when teaching a fully Web-based course.

Permission and Data Collection
Permission was sought from the chief academic officer or designee at each
eligible Florida community college and the Executive Director of the FDLC to conduct
the study. In April 2005, an introductory communication was sent to a representative of
the FDLC to determine interest in the study. In January 2006, the Executive Director of
the FDLC and the chief academic officer or designee from the 23 eligible community
colleges were sent a direct-mail communication describing the study and asking for
permission to engage their administrative membership and online math faculty,
respectively, in the research study.
A pilot test of the instrument was conducted in January 2006 using faculty
teaching an online course in education or student life skills. The data was used to
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validate the survey content and construction, and no statistical analyses are included in
the primary dissertation research study.
The survey instrument and informed consent letters were mailed to distance
learning administrators and randomly selected online faculty from community colleges in
the study during early February 2006. Intermediary e-mail communications and phone
calls were conducted to encourage responses and answer queries regarding the study.
Follow-up surveys were mailed to non-respondents during the last week of February
2006 to improve the survey response rate. All data was gathered by March 10, 2006.

Data Analysis
This study sought to determine whether significant differences exist between
faculty and administrators’ perspectives, and whether significant differences occur among
community college faculty based on selected demographics (gender, age, ethnic
background, years of teaching experience, and years of online teaching experience). Data
in this study were subjected to statistical analysis through the use of SPSS Graduate Pack
12.0.
Data analysis for Research Question 1, which sought information how distance
learning administrators and faculty classify the importance of known core competencies
and roles for teaching online, involved Chi-square tests. Chi-square tests were performed
using administrator and faculty rankings of nine core competencies and roles for online
teaching as high, medium, or low priority. A scaling technique was used to develop
values 1- High, 2- Medium, or 3- Low for the rankings. The data analysis for Research
Question 2, which sought to identify whether significant differences exist in the
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perceived rankings of competencies and roles between distance learning administrators
and online faculty, also involved Chi-square tests to make inferences on statistical
significance.
Data analysis for Research Question 3, regarding significant differences in
perceived rankings of core competencies and roles between distance education
administrators and faculty based upon varying demographics (gender, age, ethnic
background, years teaching experience in a community college, years of online teaching
experience in a community college), used a one-way ANOVA. Previously determined
scale scores were used for respondent rankings, gender, and ethnic background. A
scaling technique was developed to establish values for age, years of teaching experience
in a community college, and years of online teaching experience in a community college.
ANOVAs were performed using administrators and faculty rankings of competencies and
roles as dependent variables for statistical purposes.
Research Question 4 sought to garner a listing of additional competencies and
roles, not provided by the researcher, deemed essential to online teaching. Data obtained
were fairly descriptive in nature, requiring no statistical analysis.
Chi-square tests were conducted to answer Research Question 5 regarding how
distance education administrators and faculty rank the need for faculty development to
support critical skill sets for teaching online. Administrator and faculty rankings of the
need for professional development related to nine critical skills for online teaching was
analyzed. A scaling technique was used to develop values 1- High, 2- Medium, or 3Low for the rankings. The data analysis for Research Question 6, regarding whether
significant differences exist in the perceived classification of need for faculty
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development to support critical skill sets for teaching online, also utilized Chi-square
tests to make inferences on statistical significance.
Research Question 7, which sought to determine significant differences in
perceived rankings of need for faculty development for specific skill sets between
distance education administrators and faculty based upon varying demographics (years
teaching experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in a
community college, gender, ethnic background, age), was analyzed using a one-way
ANOVA. The scale score values of the independent variables utilized in research
question 3 were also employed here. ANOVAs were performed using administrators and
faculty rankings of competencies and roles as dependent variables for statistical purposes.
Research Question 8 sought identify additional essential skill areas for faculty
development, not provided by the researcher, deemed essential to online teaching. Data
obtained were fairly descriptive in nature, requiring no statistical analysis.

Significance of the Study
Given students’ increased demand for distance-learning technologies, there is a
growing realization that online learning is not a passing trend and will continue to
flourish (McKenzie & Roblyer, 2000). Williams (2003) reported that an obvious,
consequential need, then, is to identify the requisite competencies and roles associated
with teaching Web-based courses. Glahn and Gen (2002) further asserted a co-requisite
need for faculty development and training, while Wallace (2003) advocated increased and
improved professional development services to support faculty teaching online courses.
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Previous studies (Cyrs, 1997; McKenzie & Roblyer, 2000; Thach & Murphy,
1995; Williams, 2003) looked specifically at the competencies and roles for distance
education by using a panel of distance education experts as the sole participants. This
study differed in that it sought to provide a comparative examination of the perceived
relationship between competencies and roles for faculty who teach online and
professional development for effective distance education from the perspectives of both
distance learning administrators (i.e. ‘experts’ in the previous studies) and active faculty
(i.e. online practitioners).
This study helps to validate existing and potentially establish other competencies
and roles that distance faculty need to teach online. It also provides invaluable
information for distance education administrators who are designing and delivering
faculty development activities. In this manner, the study offers empirical research
findings to distance learning supervisors that enable them to develop curriculum that is
well suited for the needs of distance education faculty, and ultimately distance learners.
Effective online instruction requires that distance education faculty and administrators
agree on best practice instruction to thereby ensure quality teaching for optimal student
learning.

Assumptions
The following assumptions are made regarding this study:
1. The Florida community colleges are actively engaged in online instruction and
involved in the implementation of faculty development and training to support
such courses.
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2. There is variation among the Florida community colleges related to quantity of
online courses, caliber of faculty development, and sense of immediacy for
expanding support services to further develop online learning.
3. Faculty who teach mathematics and statistics online in the Florida Community
College System willingly participated in the study.
4. The participants provided honest responses on the survey.

Limitations
Limitations of this study are:
1. This study was limited to distance learning administrators identified as their
institution’s member to the Florida Distance Learning Consortium and to online
faculty within the 14 Florida community colleges that granted permission for the
study and offered mathematics or statistics as a fully Web-based course during
spring term 2006.
2. Results from this study may not match other educational institution environments
based upon technologic capabilities, program offerings, academic climate,
organizational culture, and geographic location. Thus, generalizations beyond the
scope of this study are limited.
3. The methodology for this study was highly reliant upon information obtained
through the Florida Distance Learning Consortium and institution-based online
data resources. Based on the accuracy and timing of the information retrieval,
eligible participants may be excluded. This factor, however, is beyond the control
of the researcher.
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4. The period of the study was limited to the 2005-2006 academic year, with the first
communication being initiated during the spring term of that year. Eligible
participants may be unavailable or unresponsive and thereby reduce the overall
response rate for the study.

Definition of Terms
Asynchronous Learning – Can occur in different periods and at irregular intervals
with interaction delayed over time and accessed at the learner’s convenience (Bourne et
al, 1997).
Community College – A two-year, government-supported, public institutions that
award an associate degree (Cohen & Brawer, 1996).
Competency – The necessary skills and knowledge forms identified with the
completion of a task (Thach & Murphy, 1995).
Distance Education – The formal process of organized and planned distance
learning with instructional delivery of a variety of modes including electronic technology
that do not require the learner to be simultaneously in the same physical location as the
instructor or informational resource (Peterson’s Distance Learning, 1997).
Distance Learning – Either synchronous or asynchronous learning where the
instructor and students are in physically separate locations and various electronic
communications are used (Peterson’s Distance Learning, 1997).
Distance Education/Learning Administrator – A representative member or
designee to the Florida Distance Learning Consortium from each of the 28 community
colleges.
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Professional/Faculty Development – A series of institution-sponsored activities
designed to enable faculty members to obtain and enhance job-related skills, knowledge,
and awareness (Murray, 2002).
Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC) – The FDLC coordinates the
establishment of a technology enhanced K-20 system that supports the mission of the 28
community colleges and 11 state universities in Florida and ensures maximum access to
education for all Florida residents by utilizing instructional technology and eliminating
barriers of distance, time, and place (Florida Distance Learning Consortium, 2005).
Fully Web-Based Course – Courses delivered through the Internet and are
accessible anywhere, anytime which require no more than one or two face-to-face
encounters for orientation and/or testing (University of Central Florida Distributed
Learning, 2000).
Hybrid Course – Also referred to as mixed mode, these courses combine Web
delivery and synchronous or face-to-face instructional strategies in which the Web-based
instruction substitutes for physical meetings in a classroom. The combination of Web
delivery and face-to-face delivery encapsulate the comprehensive meeting time for the
course.
Internet – A global Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) network of millions of
computers for access and transfer of communications and information.
Online Learning – A synchronous, asynchronous, or combination of both
learning environment where the instructor and students are in physically separate
locations, and computers with Internet and intranets are utilized for instruction and
learning (Cuellar, 2002; Kosak et al., 2004).
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Synchronous Learning – An informational exchange that takes place in a real time
environment, either live or electronically, through interactive collaboration with
instructors, peers, or participants in dialog, discussion, and problem solving (Bagi &
Crooks, 2001).
Web Course Delivery – Instruction involving the use of computers networked on
the Internet between the teacher and learner for the interaction and participation in
knowledge components.
World Wide Web (WWW) – A system of Internet servers that provide access to
sources of text, graphics, and multimedia data that can further connect through hyperlinks
to additional information resource sites.

Organization of Dissertation
The dissertation research is organized in the standard five-chapter format used at
the University of Central Florida, Orlando. Chapter 1 introduces to the study and briefly
identifies the research problem and purpose of the research study. Chapter 2
encompasses a detailed review of relevant literature and research. Chapter 3 outlines the
methodology used in the research study. Chapter 4 presents an in-depth analysis of data
collected from the research study. Chapter 5 provides a narrative summary of the
research results, including outcome-based conclusions and recommendations for future
research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH

Introduction
This review of literature and current information related to distance education
examines several primary research issues which are inter-related to the process of
identifying specific competencies and roles for faculty that embody best instructional
practices for distance education and the online classroom, in particular. These research
issues include an operational definition of distance education, its history and
development, online instruction, faculty resistance, innate barriers to effective online
teaching, core competencies for distance educators, faculty roles, and the need for
professional development and training for faculty.
Regarding the potential for technology’s increasing role in the delivery of higher
education in the twenty-first century, Parrott (1995) offered the following
prediction: Although the goals and outcomes of distance education are still
somewhat unclear, it is generally agreed upon, however, that the marriage of
technology and higher education will be a lasting one, and by the year 2000 more
students will be instructed via more media than was ever thought possible (para.
13).
Sherry (1996), however, warned of the perils of becoming enamored of the technologies
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without dealing with underlying issues, such as the influence of technology upon
instruction and the new role of the instructor.

Distance Education
Distance education has definitively evolved from its progenitor – the
correspondence course – to a variety of twenty-first century technologies, especially
video and the Internet. By definition, most organizations do not even include
correspondence courses in their count. However, the distance learning community
continues to support very liberal conceptualizations of distance learning terminology.
Floyd (2003) suggests that the broad usage of the term distance education sometimes
clouds the research regarding the breadth and scope of its structural implementation
within postsecondary institutions; yet, it still helps to clarify higher education’s use of
expanded instructional modes beyond face-to-face instruction (Floyd, 2003; Kozeracki,
1999).
According to the U.S. Department of Education (1997) and Peterson’s Distance
Learning (1997), distance education includes instruction or training programs delivered
to off-site locations through the use of technologies such as audio and videotapes,
computer modem, fax, cable or satellite television, and other means of computer or
electronic delivery. The Distance Education Training Council (DETC), which serves as
the accrediting agency for numerous independent distance education institutions and is
recognized by the U.S. Department of Education as well as the Council for Higher
Education Accreditation for postsecondary purposes only, extends Peterson’s (1997)
definition by adding specific criteria related to caliber of the institution, the organization
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of the curriculum, and other computer technologies such as CD or DVD ROMs, e-mail,
and Web-based delivery systems.
Nonetheless, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), which
accredits Florida institutions that award associate, baccalaureate, graduate, or doctoral
degrees, offers an astute, comprehensive definition for distance learning which,
interestingly, still recognizes homage to the correspondence course. In its policy
statement on distance education, SACS (2003) noted:
For the purposes of the Commission’s accreditation review, distance education is
defined as a formal educational process in which the majority of the instruction
(interaction between students and instructors and among students) in a course
occurs when students and instructors are not in the same place. Instruction may
be synchronous or asynchronous. A distance education course may employ
correspondence study, or audio, video, or computer technologies.
Given the essential role of accreditation for public community colleges, then, the SACS
definition was used as a framework, and distance education is generally defined as
education or training courses delivered to off-site students by way of audio, video,
Internet and computer technologies, 2 way TV, or print media (Florida Distance Learning
Consortium, n.d.; Peterson’s Distance Learning, 1977; U.S. Department of Education,
1997). The research further focuses on distance education in an Internet setting, with
courses classified interchangeably as fully Web-based and/or online.
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Historical Perspective
Before the twentieth century, distance education was solely the product of printed
media. The correspondence course is widely regarded as the first systematic form of
learning from a distance. On March 20, 1728, the Boston Gazette posted an
advertisement for a correspondence course in shorthand, thereby capturing the earliest
record of distance learning. The advertisement detailed that the instructor, Caleb Phillips,
was offering to send weekly lessons in shorthand to prospective students who lived in the
rural countryside yet desired formal instruction. It was more than one hundred years
later, however, before an established institution of higher education engaged in distance
education. A Swedish university posted an advertisement in 1833 for interested citizens
to study composition via instruction at a distance (Holmberg, 2002).
Over the next one hundred years, distance learning expanded rapidly in Europe
and the United States. The Phonographic Correspondence Society was formed in the
1840s to continue courses begun by Isaac Pittman in using shorthand to transcribe Bible
passages. Charles Toussaint and Gustav Langenscheidt began a correspondence
language school in Berlin in 1856 (Holmberg, 2002).
In 1873, Anna Eliot Ticknor founded the Boston-based Society to Encourage
Study at Home for progressive homemakers to engage in a modern course of study that
comprised a diverse selection of twenty courses (Bergman, 2001). Illinois Wesleyan
College in 1874 and the Correspondence University of Ithaca, New York, in 1883 started
other early distance education programs.
By the late nineteenth century, the International Correspondence School (ICS)
had enrolled more than a quarter of a million students, and it offered courses in America,
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Australia, and Mexico. Today, ICS, now known as Education Direct, continues as a
major provider of courses for distant learners (Bower & Hardy, 2004).
Advances in technology, coupled by the inefficiency and limitations of the postal
service, led to the increased use of radio and television transmissions rather than
correspondence courses to teach distant learners. Radio stations became the preferred
medium for transmission of instruction from a distance beginning in the 1920s, lasting
until television broadcasts of instructional media were officially implemented in the
1950s. The first U.S. higher education institution to consistently offer a series of
television courses was Western Reserve University (Simonson et al., 2000).
Distance education continued to change rapidly in the later part of the twentieth
century and it continues to expand today. This period also marked the introduction of
interactive education via distance learning formats. Although costly, the combination of
satellite technology introduced in the 1960s and the fiber-optic systems of the 1980s
widely expanded the audience of distant learners as well as the variety of instructional
strategies (Simonson et al., 2000).
Currently, the Internet is the newest and most consistently used mode for distance
learning, with an unparalleled versatility in providing diverse instruction and educational
services to students. Internet use for online instruction allows for asynchronous, as well
as synchronous, learning activities while creating access to non-traditional student
populations who may otherwise be physically or geographically inhibited from accessing
higher education (Bower & Hardy, 2004). As Glahn and Gen (2002) intimated:
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It is entirely possible that the Internet will radically reshape higher education.
The Internet will have profound effects on who learns, who teaches, where
teaching and learning take place, how much higher education costs, and a host of
other issues (p. 777).
Indeed, the depth and diversity of the impact of the Internet in providing equity and
access to higher education is yet to be fully determined. However, it is clear that student
demographics, faculty training, instructional pedagogy, compensation, and institutional
organization continue to be transformed by proliferation of distant learning technology
within the collegiate campus.

Online Instruction
Online education is the predominant mode of distant learning technology within
community colleges (Pankowski, 2004; Salmon & Jones, 2004). Cuellar (2002) defined
an online course as one that is taken through an Internet-based learning environment
using interactive instructional strategies. Students complete course work at a time and
place of convenience without having to participate in a mandatory face-to-face
interaction. By contrast, Kosak et al. (2004) insisted that face-to-face orientations—
focused on the class or technology—may be included within the defined parameters of a
fully Web-based and/or online course. Given that mandatory face-to-face class-related or
technology-focused orientations are a commonplace feature of fully Web-based online
courses in the community college setting (Linck, 2004), these courses are included within
the boundaries of this study.
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The first entirely online course was offered in 1981 (Harasim, 2000), and colleges
and universities worldwide have been offering entire degrees online since the early 1990s
(Wallace, 2003). Both phenomena are the product of rapid advances in technology which
were formerly regarded as unimaginable. Despite the relatively recent development and
expansion of online education, the research suggests that the process – pedagogical
concerns and best instructional practices, rather than the technological capacity of the
product, has become the major focus for users.
Typically, during the initial implementation phase of any developing technology,
the primary impetus is the innovation of product or, in this case, repeated iterations of the
technological hardware and software that support the delivery of online education. In
other words, the first phase of employing any emergent technological system [online
courses] is the ongoing quest for a dominant design in which all of the desired features of
the technology are defined. The innovation procedure involves dynamic negotiations
among the users and developers to determine the product’s characteristics and defining
attributes, junctures for human-technology interface, functionality, creative features, and
internal technical capabilities. For online education, the process of product innovation
addresses system capabilities, functions to provide asynchronous and synchronous
learning experiences, and attributes for advising and general communication. Once most
developers and users have accepted these capabilities and attributes, a dominant design
emerges (Utterback, 1996).
Glahn and Gen (2002) suggested that a dominant design for online instructional
tools has emerged, and it has created an implicit understanding of the technical
performance requirements to be met by any hardware and software support system for
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online education. The dominant design, then, by definition meets the standards of the
consumer and establishes minimal benchmarks (or standard features) to which all
competitors must adhere. For instance, asynchronous communication is a presumed
feature of any online educational tool. It is an expected capability that is inherent to the
design of online learning systems. The innovation of the product – the creative quest for
dominant design characteristics – for online learning systems has reached a plateau
(Utterback, 1996).
Current research impetus has shifted from the product design for online
technologies to the facilitation process of online innovation in the areas of pedagogical
structure, best practices, and the codification of those practices. Institutions of higher
education are no longer focused on branding their distance education system, rather they
are seeking better ways to improve the learning gains and experiences as a result of
academic engagement through online learning (Glahn & Gen, 2002). The extant
attention for online education must be better utilization of the dominant product design in
an effort to refine collaborative learning venues, nurture learning communities, and
promote individual learning strategies that enhance student achievement (Dede, 2000).

Faculty Resistance to Online Learning
In the mid 1990s, Parrot (1995) asserted that one of the significant challenges to
broad scale implementation of online learning was faculty reluctance to embrace the
technology. It is faculty who do the actual teaching, and convincing them of the value of
a new and unproven delivery method is often a formidable challenge (Allen & Seaman,
2004; Moore, 2004). Research in the twenty-first century supports continued faculty
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resistance to online learning (Jones et al., 2002; Lynch, 2002, January 18; Wang et al.,
2003). While most faculty members in higher education acknowledge that distance
education represents a rapidly growing segment of today’s modern learning environment,
many are reluctant to take the necessary steps to offer online courses (Alexander et al.,
2003).
These pockets of faculty resistance, skepticism, and criticism of distance
education remain. Technology’s rapid expansion, often accompanied by advocacy from
administrators sans faculty buy-in, has created a sense of uneasiness among many faculty
(Floyd, 2003; Salmon & Jones, 2004). Thus, an intrusive effect on traditional
educational systems has resulted, one that often appears to exert forced change on wellrespected, time-honored scholarly exercises (Glahn & Gen, 2002). The manner in which
faculty learned their basic education is often the most comfortable way for them to teach
(Jones et al., 2002; Salmon & Jones, 2004), and an undeniable generational disparity
exists relative to the technological advances of online instruction (Cuellar, 2002).
McKenzie and Roblyer (2000) reviewed the literature and reported “distance
learning research indicates that classroom dynamics change from those in traditional
face-to-face instruction when distance technologies such as audio-conferencing, two-way
television, or Web-based instruction are used” (p. 51). These researchers recommended
additional empirical study that will help to identify the specific skills and competencies
required by distance educators.
Too often, however, faculty may believe that they can “Just go in there and teach
the way you’ve always taught. There isn’t any difference between traditional classroom
teaching and teaching at a distance” (Cyrs, 1997, p. 15). Subsequently, faculty who place
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emphasis on delivery of content in a lecture-based format may find this style ineffective
when communication is mediated through technology (Williams, 2003).
Moreover, Wolcott (1993) asserted that college faculty who rely upon verbal cues
and the spontaneity of classroom dynamics to stimulate student interaction tend to find
the virtual classroom very orchestrated and restrictive. In her plea for faculty to embrace
instructional technology, D. Lynch (2002) commented:
Most of us find it uncomfortable – downright painful – to be in a situation [that]
we [do not] really understand what we are expected to be doing . . . . We [need
not] be so protective of our work product, our status, and our future, so frantic to
stay in charge (p. B15).
Faculty may also resist online teaching and learning because of the loss of
proximal control afforded through the traditional classroom approach to teaching (Meyers
et al., 2004). Other reasons may include the sheer novelty and ambiguity about the valueadded learning outcomes for online educational technologies (O’Quinn & Corry, 2002).
Some faculty are simply skeptical of technology and overwhelmed by the perceived
knowledge and technical expertise required to teach courses via distance education
(O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Jones et al., 2002).

Innate Barriers
Several studies (Berge, 1998; Clay, 1999; O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Rockwell et
al., 2000) have identified multiple obstacles faced by current and prospective distance
education faculty that inhibit effective instructional delivery in the genre. Frequently
identified barriers included the following:
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1. Inadequate compensation and incentives for distance education (O’Quinn &
Corry, 2002; Rockwell et al., 2000);
2. An increase in workload with teaching an on-line course (O’Quinn & Corry,
2002; Rockwell et al., 2000);
3. Lack of technological background and time to learn the new medium prior to
implementing an on-line course (O’Quinn & Corry, 2002; Rockwell et al., 2000);
4. Decreased face-to-face interaction with students (Berge, 1998; Clay, 1999);
5. Lack of support and assistance in planning and delivering distance education
(Berge, 1998; Clay, 1999; Rockwell et al., 2000); and,
6. Concern about the quality of students who enroll in distance education courses
(O’Quinn & Corry, 2002).
Olcott and Wright (1995) added that some faculty are limited in exploiting the
potential of online technology. The necessity of focusing on instructional activities and
planning interactive strategies in advance of course delivery is particularly challenging
for college faculty who tend to be better trained in content areas rather that lesson
planning and curriculum. Finally, Wang et al. (2003) suggested that many faculty simply
have not been converted to the ideas and ideals of Web-based instruction. In fact, faculty
skepticism about distance education has been noted as one of the barriers to greater use of
distance learning technologies.
At present, then, conclusive agreement upon best practice strategies and/or core
competencies that are invariant across face-to-face and online education has not been
reached with definition and specificity. In the community college, which is heralded for
its focus on learning-centered instruction, this divisive angst is fueled by the perennial
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query: “What should our students know and be able to do?” In like manner, distance
learning administrators and faculty who teach online need consensus on “What should
our distance educators know and be able to do?” More often than not, the answer to this
query lies in a pedagogical chasm—both wide and deep—and one that often separates
traditional faculty and distance educators across technological tensions.

Minimizing Distance and Maximizing Education
Despite the documented uneasiness and known inhibitors among some traditional
faculty regarding distance learning (Clark, 1993; Olcott & Wright, 1995), the National
Education Association (2000) actually reported that both traditional and distance learning
faculty held positive attitudes towards distance education. Among distance learning
faculty, 72 percent maintain positive feelings, while 51 percent of traditional faculty do
so. Twenty-eight percent of traditional faculty remain undecided and appear to be
waiting to see the learning outcomes for students in these courses as well as the
implications for institutional and pedagogical change (National Education Association,
2000).
Jones et al. (2002) surveyed teaching faculty within a higher education institution
and found that 85 percent of faculty are not philosophically opposed to distance
education even when their own perceived level of competence with the technology is
low. Thus, institutions must ensure appropriate instructional support is available for
faculty teaching in online learning environments (Olcott & Wright, 1995) and
demonstrate the benefits of the learning technology (Meyers et al., 2004). According to a
2002 survey conducted by the Learning Resources Network (LERN)—a provider of
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online professional development for faculty—institutional support for online courses was
one of the top issues and concerns for online faculty.
The University of Central Florida, Orlando recognizes distributed learning as a
strategic initiative for providing education opportunities within and beyond its physically
localized service area. The university is turning to the World Wide Web as its primary
resource for responding to pressures caused by demographic changes while maintaining
or enhancing learning quality (Sorg et al., 1999). “At the University of Central Florida,
we have found that online education compares favorably with face-to face instruction,”
UCF President John Hitt says. “Today’s students are comfortable learning and
communicating online, and we can increase our enrollment and diversity without
burdening our already crowded classroom schedule” (Chmura, 2004, p. 2).
Faculty perceptions regarding any new instructional practice tend to influence
their decisions regarding the use of that practice for instruction and curriculum. Faculty
who change their professional practice and pedagogy must feel a sense of ownership in
the new practice (Wood & Thompson, 1993). Indeed, faculty must experience a sense of
empowerment to incorporate or adopt online technology and view the technology as
legitimate for teaching and learning (Wallace, 2003).
Major modifications are involved in converting a traditional face-to-face course to
an online format. The technological wizardry of a Web-based course, in and of itself,
will not produce the desired learning outcomes in students. The creation and
implementation of an effective online learning system requires a thoughtful, diligent
merger between educational philosophies, instructional strategies, instructional design,
and the technological features (Kosak et al., 2004).
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Core Competencies and Roles for Distance Educators
A competency may be defined as a skill or knowledge area that is necessary for
the production of integral performance-related products, services, conditions, or
information (McLagen, 1983). Thach and Murphy (1995) defined a role as the
predominant duty or function performed by an individual in a given profession or field.
Based on these two definitions, this study examines core competencies and roles for
online teaching as appropriately compatible concepts. There is an underlying assumption
that mastery of a core competency manifests as an essential role for the educator teaching
an online course.
Relevant research studies in online learning conducted in the 1990s continue to
have timeless impact on the study of competencies for distance education. Thach and
Murphy (1995) reviewed the literature and identified seven core competencies or broad
classifications of skills for distance educators: 1. Interpersonal Communication, 2.
Feedback, 3. Promoting Interaction, 4. Administrative and Support Service Skills, 5.
Teamwork Skills, 6. Understanding of Distance Education and its Impact on Learners,
and 7. A Systems Perspective of Thinking. Thereafter, Cyrs (1997) synthesized four
existing research studies to reveal six competencies comparable to those identified by
Thach and Murphy (1995): 1. Course Planning and Organization, 2. Verbal and
Nonverbal Presentation Skills, 3. Collaborative Teamwork, 4. Questioning Strategies,
Subject Matter Expertise, and 6. Involving Students and Coordinating their Activities at
Field Sites.
More recent studies further examine the competencies and roles that are needed
by faculty who teach online and/or in fully Web-based distance education settings
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(America Federation of Teachers, 2000; Institute of Higher Education Policy, 2000;
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 2003). Goodyear et al. (2001) and
Williams (2003) have identified more than thirty competencies that can be attributed to
effective online instruction; however, each study condenses the competencies to a broadrange roles or skill areas.
Goodyear, et al. (2001), for example, offered a comprehensive model of the roles
of the teacher in online courses. These roles capture the essence of skills which are
commonly identified in the larger body of the research literature on distance learning or
borderless education. Developed at a workshop held in the United Kingdom in June
2000, the model includes eight specific roles.
1. The Process Facilitator is concerned with facilitating the range of online
activities that are supportive of student learning (contrast with content
facilitator).
2. The Adviser-Counselor works with learners on an individual or private
basis, offering advice or counseling to help them get the most out of their
engagement in a course, (contrast with process facilitation, which is
mainly, if not exclusively done in the group or public setting.).
3. The Assessor is concerned with providing grades, feedback, and validation
of learners’ work.
4. The Researcher is concerned with engagement in production of new
knowledge of relevance to the content areas being taught…
5. The Content Facilitator is concerned directly with facilitating the learners’
growing understanding of course content.

34

6. The Technologist is concerned with making or helping make technological
choices that improve the environment available to learners.
7. The Designer is concerned with designing worthwhile online learning
tasks. (cf. process facilitation, which is predominantly an “in-course”
activity; design work is predominantly a “pre-course” activity.
8. The Manager-Administrator is concerned with issues of learner
registration, security, record keeping, and so on (p. 69).
Similarly, Williams (2003) collapses thirty competencies into thirteen roles with
compatible competencies: 1. Administrative Manager, 2. Instructor/Facilitator, 3.
Instructional Designer, 4. Trainer, 5. Leader/Change Agent, 6. Technology Expert, 7.
Graphic Designer, 8. Media Publisher/Editor, 9. Technician, 10. Support Staff, 11.
Librarian, 12. Evaluation Specialist, and 13. Site Facilitator/Proctor.
The structured analysis of these study results (Cyrs, 1997; Goodyear et al., 2001;
Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) by the research provide for a determination of
nine core competencies and roles that are pervasive in the literature yet long-lasting
despite rapidly changing technology (Dede, 2000). There remains a timeless consistency
in the integral skills and knowledge [competencies] necessary for faculty to implement an
online course. Thus, it is the following core competencies and roles that are the
foundation of this research study: 1. Interpersonal Communication and Feedback, 2.
Promoting Interaction, 3. Management and Administration, 4. Teamwork and
Collaboration, 5. Assessment and Evaluation, 6. Technologist, 7. Systemic Thinking
Perspective, 8. Research Specialization, and 9. Graphic Design.
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Interpersonal Communication and Feedback
Interpersonal communication and feedback are two competencies that appear
repeatedly – sometimes separately, sometimes together – in research studies of successful
distance education environments (Jones et al., 2002; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams,
2003). Hutchins (2003) found that interpersonal communication and immediacy skills,
such as praising students, calling them by name, use of humor, encouragement of
discussion, follow-up on student-initiated comments, and providing individual feedback
were pivotal factors attributed to student satisfaction with an online course.
Faculty should provide appropriate and prompt feedback. Williams (2003) also
found that feedback from the instructor was a key component of learning in a distance
education program. Communication between students and the instructor, as well as
students and the support staff, was deemed very important to the total learning experience
(Dillon et al.,1993; Goodyear et al., 2001).

Promoting Interaction
Conceptually similar to feedback, promoting interaction is the third distance
education competency consistently identified in the literature. Cyrs (1997) states that one
of the key differences in face-to-face instruction and distance education is the need for
the instructor to immediately engage the learner in interactive activities. Promoting
interaction includes “reflection papers, active discussions with the instructor and with
peers, taking leadership roles in presenting what has been learned, mentoring, coaching,
problem-solving, and a myriad of forms of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation (M. M.
Lynch, 2002).
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Despite the comprehensive nature of the technological tools used to deliver
distance education, faculty must appropriately maneuver the technology to promote
interaction (Gunawardena, 1992; Hardy & Bower, 2004), maximize student engagement
via the technology, (Bourne et al., 1997), and deliberately incorporate chats, discussions,
and other learning activities to promote student interaction (Thach, 1993; Jones et al.,
2002). Swan (2001) disclosed that two important factors influencing student satisfaction
with an asynchronous online course were frequent, productive interactions with the
instructor and constructive, dynamic discussion among course participants.

Management and Administration
Administrative and support service skills are important distance education
competencies noted in the literature. Representative examples of these skills include
assisting students with course advisement and registration, providing structured content
in an organized format, and communicating clear expectations between the instructor,
student and administrative functions (Thach & Murphy, 1995). LaMonica (2001) found
that both faculty and students agreed that the most important factor in an effective online
course was the structured lesson materials or organization of content.
Indeed, design clarity in distance education has been found to be one of three
critical indicators for student satisfaction and perceived learning of course material
(Swan, 2001). According to Levy (2003), administrators should not be solely concerned
with getting faculty to develop and teach Web-based courses, but also on how to provide
other necessary support services, such as library resources, financial assistance, and
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counseling. Faculty teaching online courses and distance education coordinators, alike,
report significant attention spent advising students on support service issues.

Teamwork and Collaboration
Thach and Murphy (1995) documented teamwork skills as a relatively new
competency area for distance education professionals. Collectively, teamwork skills
represent the interface actions between the instructor and technical support staff as well
as site facilitators in remote locations. Perhaps due to the complexity of current
technological features of online instruction, Williams (2003) determined that
collaboration/teamwork skills were the most highly rated competency by a panel of
distance education experts.

Assessment and Evaluation
Students who are not adequately prepared for an online learning experience can
have an aversive impact on other students and the instructor. Students’ success in a
distance-learning course is greatly influenced by their technical aptitude and virtual
socialization with course peers (Levy, 2003). Thus, online instructors need the skills and
knowledge to conduct a learner needs assessment at the beginning of the course (Thach &
Murphy, 1995).
According to Brooks (2003), instructors should at least inquire about students’
experience with distance education, reasons for taking the course, highest-grade level
completed, and previous encounters with course content. Instructors of online courses
can integrate the learner needs assessment into the course curriculum as an introductory
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assignment or orientation activity. In turn, this information may prove to be critical to
overall course improvement.
Additionally, the online faculty member must be concerned with the procedures
for providing grades and consistently validating student performance in the course.
Given the absence of face-to-face engagement and proximal encouragement, assessment
practices contribute significantly to student satisfaction with the course (Swan, 2001).

Technologist
While it has been clearly established that effective online instruction involves
more than mastery of technology (Kosak et al., 2004), there remains an obvious need for
instructors to demonstrate a working knowledge of the technology (Gunawardena, 1992;
LaMonica, 2001; Swan, 2001). Thach and Murphy (1995) describe this distance
education competency as the necessity for faculty to understand the distance education
technology and its impact on learners.
Before faculty can serve as reference and support specialists to their students, they
must understand online pedagogy and the technology tools associated with the online
learning environment (Brooks, 2003). Online faculty must know the technology and
appear competent in using it, even when the institution maintains the expertise of
technical support staff to operate the equipment (Thach & Murphy, 1995).
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Systemic Thinking Perspective
A seventh competency referred to in the distance education literature is the
necessity to develop a systems perspective of thinking. Similar to teamwork skills, this
competency encompasses the skills of planning and visioning (Thach & Murphy, 1995).
Essentially, online faculty must demonstrate an ability to focus beyond their instructional
roles to also be aware of administrative support structures, instructional design
components of the course, student services, technology support, faculty training, and
even the technical back-up systems should the network fail. This means that faculty
should operate from a systems perspective – the broad scope of collaborative services
necessary to maximize the online learning experience (Levy, 2003).

Research Specialization
The research specialization core competency includes demonstration of library
research skills, awareness of data sources (Williams, 2003), as well as creation of new,
relevant knowledge within the content area taught by the faculty member (Goodyear et
al., 2001). The online faculty member must provide evidence to students through
curricular materials and course organization of in-depth study and content analysis
beyond the scripted narration of a textbook. These research strategies support the
production of new knowledge through action plans, projects, grants, and studies that
augment standard course content (Brooks, 2003).

40

Graphic Design
Graphic design, the final core competency established for this study, is generally a
prerequisite skill that is fully engaged at the course development stage. The faculty
member must be concerned with proficiency in Internet learning tools, media attributes
and production, text layout skills (Williams, 2003), and the development of Web-based
course assignments and learning tasks (Goodyear et al., 2001).
Pankowski (2004) suggests expertise in the area of graphic design provides for
increased autonomy in the implementation of the course and its supportive learning tools.
The absence of expertise in this area places online faculty in a position of relying solely
on technical support staff and systems to structure course content in a manner that
satisfies best online learning practices and the pedagogical foundations of the course.

The Florida Community College System
The Florida Community College System (FCCS) began in 1933 with
establishment of its first public two-year college in the state – Palm Beach Junior
College. Palm Beach Junior College remained the only public two-year college in
Florida until 1947 when Pensacola Junior College was founded and Chipola Junior
College changed its status from private to public.
In 1955, the Legislature devised the Community College Council to develop a
strategic plan for public two-year colleges in Florida. Published in 1957 the report—
written by James L. Wattenbarger and entitled “The Community Junior College in
Florida’s Future”—detailed a master plan for establishing a comprehensive system of
community colleges in Florida that would be within commuting distance of 99 percent of
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the state’s population. The opening of Pasco-Hernando Community College in 1972
signaled full implementation of the master plan, and Florida became a national model for
statewide community college systems (Florida State Board of Community Colleges,
1999).
Currently, there are 28 locally governed public community colleges (or colleges)
in the Florida Community College and Workforce Education System. While governed by
local boards, the colleges are coordinated under the jurisdiction of the State Board of
Education. Administratively, the Chancellor of Community Colleges and Workforce
Education is the chief executive officer of the system, reporting to the Commissioner of
the State of Education who serves as the chief executive officer of Florida's K-20
Education System.

The Community College Baccalaureate
Several of Florida’s original community colleges (Chipola, Miami-Dade,
Okaloosa-Walton College, and St. Petersburg) are now authorized to award the
baccalaureate degree. Other community colleges—Daytona Beach and Edison—are able
to award the Bachelor of Applied Science (BAS) in Supervision and Management and
Public Safety Management, respectively. The Florida Community College System is
undergoing dynamic modifications to its scope of academic services; regardless, at
present, the statewide governance structure and number of recognized community
colleges (28) remains unchanged (Florida Department of Education, n.d.).
Of those community colleges that currently award the Bachelor of Science (BS),
three (Chipola, Miami-Dade and St. Petersburg) offer the degree in Secondary
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Mathematics Education, perceived to be a critical shortage area in K-12 education. In the
United States, the sequence of high school mathematics courses has served as a pivotal
indicator of college eligibility (Cooper et al., 2002). Additionally, studies consistently
reveal rigor and quality in the high school and/or pre-collegiate academic curriculum are
significant predictors of college success.

The Mathematics Link
Berry (2003) found that the highest level of mathematics completed in secondary
school was positively correlated and had the strongest association with earning a
bachelor’s degree. For students who enter postsecondary education, the completion of a
math course higher than Algebra II more than doubles the odds of graduating with a
bachelor’s degree (Berry, 2003). Stated differently, the extent of a student’s need for
remediation in math at the postsecondary level is inversely related to future completion of
a degree (Adelman, 1996).
Mathematics provides a strong association with eventual college graduation and
academic goal attainment within the community college. For the purpose of this study,
then, faculty teaching a fully web-based online course in a mathematical content area
were be targeted. The study regarded mathematics as a gateway course to successfully
meeting the general education requirements of a college degree.
Because many colleges and universities have recognized mathematics as a
gateway course to college graduation and degree attainment, they are also pursuing
exciting new ways to use technology to enhance teaching and learning within the subject
area and to extend access to new populations of students (Olsen, 1999). Twigg (2003)
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asserts that institutions maximize their impact on student learning by focusing redesign
efforts on the 25 courses in which most students enroll rather than disparate specialized
courses that yield low enrollment. By making significant improvements in introductory
level mathematics courses, community colleges can potentially affect every degreeseeking student that attends the institution (Muse, 2003; Pankowski, 2004).
In a survey of two-year college faculty who taught undergraduate mathematics
online, Pankowski (2004) reported that most were not receiving adequate training to do
so, and were, in fact, frustrated by the training they received. Further research and
examination of competencies, roles, and professional development needs of community
college distance educators who teach college level mathematics is timely. Given that
statistics is most often assigned a place in the community college mathematics
department, online courses in elementary statistics and those distance education faculty
who teach these courses are also included in this study.

Faculty Development
Undoubtedly, professional development has been identified as a critical need
within higher education today (Allen & Seaman, 2004; Muse, 2003; Pankowski, 2004;
Twigg, 2003). Nationwide community colleges have utilized faculty and staff
development programs to stay abreast in technological expansion, remain current with
advances in subject disciplines, meet the changing needs of a more diverse student body,
and to avoid faculty burnout. It is essential, though, to assess the needs of the faculty and
staff at an institution to best tailor professional development programs that suit their
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particular needs. Thereafter, programs must be continually evaluated to determine their
effectiveness in meeting strategic goals (Stolzenberg, 2002).
It is a given that online instruction is flourishing in the community college, and
faculty play the key role in its successful implementation (McKenzie & Roblyer, 2000;
Moore, 2004). Experienced and highly successful faculty teaching in a traditional
classroom environment cannot make a positive transition to the online environment based
on intuition. Professional development is necessary to provide insight on effective and
ineffective strategies within the online setting (Sorg et al., 1999). Pankowski (2004) adds
that faculty are generally not inclined to reinvent proven teaching and learning strategies.
They recognize that student success in the online environment is more likely, and directly
correlated, when effective pedagogical techniques have been mastered. As a result,
faculty recognize that formal training prior to, and during, the initiation of a new online
course can save them time in the long run, as well as expedite their proficiency.
The literature recommends six conditions necessary for an efficient faculty
development program: an environment that encourages faculty development, a structured
and goal-oriented program, a link between faculty development and the reward structure,
faculty ownership, collegial support, and the belief that administrators value good
teaching (Stolzenberg, 2002). Pankowski (2004) further delineates that training for
faculty teaching mathematics online should entail four definitive components: technical
training, pedagogical training, mentoring, and online coursework. The absence of
professional development to support online instruction significantly delays faculty
competency and adversely affects student learning (Muse, 2003; Williams, 2003).
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Experience is a valued manner of learning for faculty, although it is necessarily
slow. Pre-service and in-service training in online instruction would improve not only
faculty morale, but also, and more important, would increase student satisfaction with
online courses (Pankowski, 2004). Ironically, Aragon and Laanan (1999) reported that
the Worldwide Web is perhaps underutilized as a vehicle for providing professional
development opportunities to community college faculty. The ultimate responsibility for
instructional quality and control, the improvement of learning and the aggregate
effectiveness of distance education rest with the faculty. Thus, the challenge is to
appropriately prepare and effectively sustain faculty for the online teaching experience
(Rockwell et al., 2000).

Summary
In this study, the following areas of the scholarly literature were reviewed
regarding the broad category of distance education: an operational definition; a historical
perspective; online instruction; faculty resistance to online learning; innate barriers to
effective online instruction; and, core competencies and roles for effective online
instruction.
While the literature revealed some skepticism over online instruction, faculty are
willing to provide instruction given adequate institutional and administrative support.
Optimally, this support is manifested in pre- and/or in-service training and faculty
development designed to enhance specific competencies and roles that are required of
online faculty. The literature review concluded with an overview of the Florida
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Community College System, the relevance of mathematics in the college curriculum, and
the importance of providing training and support to distance faculty who teach in online
environments.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The major purposes of this study were to provide a comparative examination of
the perceptions of distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
community college regarding: (a) the relative importance of specific competencies (Cyrs,
1997; Goodyear et al., 2001; Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003)
and roles in teaching online courses, and (b) the need to acquire professional
development that is supportive of these competencies pre- and/or in-service. This study
used a mixed method research paradigm and survey research methodology. Faculty
teaching mathematics were chosen based on the statistical data establishing the crucial
link between the successful completion of postsecondary mathematics courses and
eventual completion of a degree (Adelman, 1996; Berry, 2003; Pankowski, 2004). The
research study adds to the growing body of literature on essential competencies for
faculty teaching online courses. It also offers relevant insight to community college
administrators and faculty leaders for establishing meaningful professional development
objectives designed to engender and sustain high caliber online instruction.
The chapter describes the planning, design, study setting, population accessibility,
and implementation process of the study. A depiction of the survey development
process, procedures for securing permission from the Florida Distance Learning
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Consortium and eligible community colleges, and the sampling strategy are also
provided. Essential elements of the study are discussed in relation to validity, data
collection, and data analysis.

Statement of the Problem
While there is a growing realization that traditional teaching techniques will not
work in online learning settings (Institute for Higher Education Policy, 2000; McKenzie
& Roblyer, 2000; Stolzenberg, 2002), there is insufficient scholarly research on the
competencies and roles that faculty need for teaching Web-based courses (Williams,
2003) or the training and professional development necessary to sustain and support
exemplary online instruction (Kosak et al., 2004). Thus, this research sought to confirm
the validity specific roles and competencies that are required of faculty who teach
mathematics or statistics online; list new and additional competencies and roles; identify
specific training needs for distance faculty; determine if differences exist in perceived
importance of specific competencies and roles between distance education faculty and
administrators; determine if differences exist in perceived value of specific competencies
and roles between distance education faculty and administrators with varying
demographic characteristics (ethnicity, gender, age, years of teaching experience, years of
online teaching experience); determine if differences exist in perceived value of
professional development between distance education administration and faculty, and
determine if differences exist in perceived opportunity for professional development for
faculty with varying characteristics.
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Population and Study Setting
The population for the study was derived from two sources. The administrator
population for this study consisted of the 28 community college representative members
to the Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC). The distance education faculty
population consisted of instructors within the Florida Community College System
(FCCS) teaching an online mathematics or statistics course at one of the 28 community
colleges in Florida during spring term 2006. The criteria for both categories were
developed to generate a population of practicing professionals in the arena of online
instruction who are thereby able to provide experiential responses.
The Florida Distance Learning Consortium was established in July 1996 by the
State Board of Community Colleges with the adoption of Rule 6H-1.046. The FDLC
merged with the Florida Virtual Campus in 2003 to provide coordination among Florida’s
colleges and universities in “the development, delivery, marketing, and acquisition of
distance learning instruction and its infrastructure” (Florida Distance Learning
Consortium, 2005). Its mission purports to utilize instructional technology to eliminate
the barriers of time, distance, and place to ensure maximum access to education for all
Florida residents.
The structure of the consortium boasts seven staff members, including an
Executive Director and an Associate Executive Director, as well as membership from
community colleges, universities, and private institutions accredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). For the purpose of this study, it is
important to note that all 28 community colleges have an administrative member. Each
consortium member is asked to serve on one of five working committees:
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1. Licensing and Strategic Partnerships
2. Faculty Development
3. Orange Grove
4. Student Services
5. Web Services and Resources
Operational and administrative oversight of the FDLC is monitored by organization
bylaws (Florida Distance Learning Consortium, 2005).
Verification of administrative and faculty participants involved cross-referencing
two reputable sources to maximize the highest degree of accuracy. The primary source
of identification for distance learning administrators was the FDLC membership roster on
the organization’s Web site (See http://www.fldlc.org/consortnav/con_frame.htm). This
list was confirmed for accuracy by calling each institution to validate the named person’s
current membership on the FDLC. The primary source of identification of faculty
participants was the FDLC statewide electronic course catalog (See
http://www.distancelearn.org). In order to further delineate the specific faculty members
teaching the fully Web-based online mathematics or statistics courses, the FDLC online
course catalog listing of classes and instructors was cross-referenced with each
community college’s spring term 2006 schedule of online mathematics and statistics
courses as detailed on their institutional Web site. A compiled listing of fully Web-based
mathematics and statistics courses with respective instructors from all 28 Florida
community colleges was formulated to determine the eligible institutions for the faculty
participation. Twenty-three community colleges were deemed eligible based on offerings
of online mathematics or statistics courses during spring term 2006.
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The site for the research was comprised of the virtual teaching and learning
environments within the 28 member community colleges in the FCCS. Based on each
institution’s membership with FDLC and individualized schedule of online courses, a
commitment to distance learning and online education is presumed. In accordance with
the tenets of FDLC, it is further presumed that each institution possesses the
infrastructure to appropriately participate in the study and maintains a strong focus on
serving the students, faculty, and administrators associated with all aspects of distance
learning (Florida Distance Learning Consortium, 2005).

Instrumentation
“There is no other method of collecting survey data that offers so much potential
for so little cost as Web surveys” (Dillman, 2000, p.400); however, Web surveys are
highly predisposed to coverage error. Due to overwhelming demand and fascination with
interactive, stimulating question formats, researchers have exhibited a willingness to
equate large numbers of Web survey respondents with survey accuracy without giving
any consideration to the representative nature of the respondents (Dillman, 2000).
Sheehan (2001) further conveys that minimal effort is devoted to authenticating the
identity of Web or e-mail survey respondents. Given distance education as the topical
area of focus for this study, a Web-based survey instrument appeared to be a natural
delivery mode for data collection. A direct mail paper survey, however, was utilized to
minimize coverage error and increase efforts to fully capture and verify the representative
nature of survey respondents.
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The primary instrument developed by the researcher for use in this study was
entitled the Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online Course (Appendix A). The
23-item instrument, initially developed in June 2005, was designed to capture general
demographic information (Items 1-5), organization of distance education within the
institution setting (Items 6-10), literature based in-service competencies and roles (Items
11-14), and content related to faculty development online teaching (15-23). The survey
displayed a numerical code in the upper right corner that was only used for the purpose of
follow up with non-respondents. Doctoral coursework at the University of Central
Florida in research and survey design, reference materials, dissertation committee review,
and insight from distance learning faculty served as important sources for formulating the
survey.
The structure and format, content, and readability of the survey were further
validated based on survey feedback and subsequent reviews by personnel with the
Research Initiative for Teaching Effectiveness (RITE) at the University of Central
Florida and from the Office for Institutional Research at Valencia Community College
(Appendix E). Reviewers provided significant and, in some instances, differing feedback
related to survey length and the initial Likert scale question format. Preference within
both areas was given to the expertise and feedback from staff within the University of
Central Florida. The final version of the survey was completed by the researcher in
October 2005. In January 2006, a pilot test and review of the instrument was conducted.
The survey instrument was specifically designed to elicit information to: (a)
determine the departmental organization for online education within the institution; (b)
measure the level of importance of specific competencies and roles that are required of
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faculty teaching an online course at the community college; (c) determine if differences
exist in perceived importance of specific competencies and roles between distance
education faculty and administrators; (d) determine if differences exist in perceived value
of specific competencies and roles between distance faculty and administrators with
varying demographic characteristics; (e) generate a list of new or additional competencies
and roles need to teach online; (f) identify specific training needs, both pre- and inservice for distance faculty; (g) determine if differences exist in perceived value of
professional development between administrators and faculty; and (h) determine if
differences exist in perceived need for professional development for faculty with varying
demographic characteristics; and (i) devise a list of additional faculty development skill
areas needed for online instruction.
In Section 1 – Demographic Information, respondents were asked to indicate
general descriptive data regarding gender, age, race/ethnicity, years of teaching
experience in the community college, and years of online teaching experience in a
community college. In Section 2 – Institutional Setting, respondents self-reported the
number of campuses within the institution and were also asked to identify department
responsibility for various aspects of online course delivery. For Sections 1 and 2,
respondents were asked to complete the questions by either writing in an answer or
placing an “x” in the corresponding box (

) for the appropriate choice.

For Sections 3 and 4, the questioning technique was expanded to ascertain levels
of importance within specific categories. In addition to either writing in an answer or
placing an “x” in the corresponding box (

) for the appropriate choice, respondents were

54

asked to group and rank items based on high, medium, or low priority with regard to
online instruction. In Section 3 – Online Teaching Competencies and Roles, respondents
grouped and ranked specific competencies and roles for effective online teaching. In
Section 4 – Faculty Development for Teaching Online, respondents grouped and ranked
essential areas for training as high, medium, and low priority. Anecdotal comments and
questions to the researcher were gathered from the respondents but not analyzed for the
study.
A companion cover letter of informed consent (Appendix B) to participate in the
study was composed to be sent with the first mailing of the survey. The letter stated the
purpose, intent, potential benefits, anticipated risks, and contact information for questions
about the research. The cover letter utilized a Waiver of Documentation of Consent,
thereby signifying to respondents that their participation was consent and eliminating the
need to return a separate consent form. Within 5 – 7 days of the first mailing, all
participants were individually sent a thank you/reminder (Appendix F) communication
via e-mail. A second letter (Appendix G) was composed to accompany a replacement
survey to be sent to non respondents within two weeks of the first mailing.
Survey questionnaires and informed consent cover letters were mailed to FDLC
community college administrative membership and distance education faculty
participants in February 2006. By cross-referencing resources and making phone calls,
every effort was made in advance of the mailing to update and verify the accuracy of
position titles, teaching assignment or active membership, mailing addresses, phone
numbers, and e-mail addresses. However, it was revealed that even with accurate
information, getting the survey to the most appropriate person can be challenging.
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Following the distribution of the thank you/reminder e-mail communication,
several faculty responded with interest, but they indicated they had not received the
survey. A couple of FDLC distance learning administrators also responded requesting
that their survey be forwarded to another administrative staff member who would be
assuming their membership role. With regard to the faculty, it was discovered that many
distance education faculty do not live in the city or state of the institution where they are
employed as an instructor. Thus, direct-mail communication with such persons was
delayed because of the need to be mailed twice in order to reach the intended recipient –
from the researcher to the institution and then from the institution to the faculty member.
In instances where the faculty member voluntarily disclosed a personal mailing address,
the survey instrument was re-mailed. With regard to the FDLC administrative members,
some institutions were in transition with appointing a new staff person and had not
publicly finalized those decisions with official notification to the FDLC. In these
instances of disclosure, follow up communication was sent to the designee of the listed
member.
The first mailing and replacement survey mailing were sent as packets. Each
packet included the appropriate cover letter, four-page survey questionnaire, and a selfaddressed stamped envelope. Each cover letter was personalized to the participant with
the name greeting and signature of the researcher handwritten in blue ink. The packets
were mailed in a standard 4 1/8” by 91/2” envelope.
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Permission
Permission to conduct the study was sought from the chief academic officer or
designee at each eligible Florida community college for the online faculty population and
from the Executive Director of the FDLC for the distance learning administrator
population. In January 2006, each entity was sent a direct-mail communication
describing the study and asking for permission to engage the online mathematics or
statistics faculty and administrative membership, respectively, in the research study. The
procedural steps for obtaining institution permission are captured below:
1. To obtain the primary sample of distance education institutions offering online
mathematics or statistics courses, the researcher accessed the FDLC electronic
catalog (See http://www.distancelearn.org/courseSearch.htm) to obtain a list
of institutions listing online mathematics or statistics courses for spring term
2006. The researcher queried the database by selecting spring 06 in the term
field, adding all 28 community colleges in the institution field, marking
Internet for the delivery method field, and choosing mathematics (first) and
statistics (second) for the subject/discipline field. The researcher clicked
“submit” and printed the acquired data. These institutions became the eligible
population for faculty participants. Twenty-three institutions were identified
as eligible for faculty participation in the study.
2. To obtain the sample of executive level staff members who could grant
permission for the study on behalf of their respective community college, the
researcher called the office of the chief academic officer. The researcher
described the nature of the research study and my need for institution
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permission. The researcher asked the staff member to identify the name and
contact information of the executive staff leader who could grant such
permission.
3. The researcher compiled a list of executive staff members who could grant
institutional permission for the study on behalf of each of the eligible Florida
community colleges. There was one representative for each institution.
4. The researcher sent an Institution Permission Letter and Institution Permission
Form by direct mail to each listed executive staff member for each eligible
institution offering online mathematics or statistics during spring term 2006 to
share the details of the study, specify rights of respondents, and provide a
copy of the survey instrument (Appendixes A and C).
5. Each executive staff member was asked to sign the Institution Permission
Form and return the completed document by direct mail using the selfaddressed, stamped envelope provided. Fourteen institutions granted
permission for the researcher to conduct the study with their faculty.

Sample
The steps in the sampling strategy are as follows:
1. To obtain the sample of distance education administrators, the researcher sent
a direct mail communication to the Executive Director and Associate
Executive Director of the FDLC to ensure that the current online membership
list for all 28 Florida community colleges is accurate. At least one member is
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indicated for each of the 28 Florida community colleges. Two institutions
listed two members.
2. The researcher sent an informed consent letter by direct mail to each listed
administrative member (n=30) to share the details of the study, specify rights
of respondents, and request completion of the survey instrument (Appendixes
A and B). Both institutions with two members designated only one member
to complete the survey (n=28) and notified the researcher in writing or via email.
3. To obtain the primary sample of distance education faculty participants, the
researcher accessed the FDLC electronic catalog (See
http://www.distancelearn.org/courseSearch.htm) to obtain a list of faculty
teaching online mathematics or statistics courses spring term 2006. The
researcher queried the database by selecting spring 06 in the term field, adding
the 23 community colleges identified during the permission process in the
institution field, marking Internet for the delivery method field, and choosing
mathematics (first) and statistics (second) for the subject/discipline field. The
researcher clicked submit and printed the acquired data.
4. To further authenticate the sample of faculty participants, the researcher
obtained a listing of online mathematics or statistics faculty from each
community college’s institution-based online course schedule.
The researcher accessed the Florida Department of Education’s Community
Colleges and Workforce Education Web site (see
http://www.fldoe.org/cc/colleges.asp) to view individual Web links to all 28
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Florida community colleges. The researcher used the Web links to gain
Internet entry into each institution’s Web site and then queried respective
course search engines to obtain a listing of faculty teaching online
mathematics or statistics during spring term 2006.
5. To obtain the final sample of faculty participants, the researcher cross
referenced the FDLC listing of online mathematics and statistics faculty for
spring term 2006 with each community college’s listing of online mathematics
and statistics faculty for spring term 2006 as determined by their institutionbased online course schedule.
6. The researcher compiled a list of courses and faculty teaching mathematics or
statistics online during spring term 2006. Every effort was be made to update
e-mail addresses, direct mail addresses, and phone numbers during the
compilation process.
7. The researcher determined the potential faculty participant pool for the study
based on the selected course content areas – e.g. Basic Mathematics,
Elementary Algebra, Intermediate Algebra, Math for Liberal Arts, College
Algebra, Pre-Calculus Algebra, Pre-Calculus, Calculus I, Calculus II, and
Statistics.
8. A sampling procedure was used to obtain one hundred (100) actual study
participants from this target pool. All study participants were at least 18 years
of age. There was no compensation for participation.
9. The researcher sent an informed consent letter by direct mail to each faculty
member selected for the sample to share the of the details of the study, specify
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rights of respondents, and request completion of the survey instrument
(Appendixes A and B).
10. Sample participants returned completed survey responses by direct mail using
the self-addressed, stamped envelope provided.

Data Collection
The survey instrument (Appendix A) was validated for content by distributing it
to selected research design and distance learning experts within the University of Central
Florida and Valencia Community College. These selected distance education experts
reviewed the survey instrument and responded that it was readable, appropriate in length,
comprehensive, and clear. Additional indicators of validity were ascertained by
conducting a pilot test of the instrument. The survey instrument and a cover letter
detailing the study (Appendix D) were sent to 50 community college faculty teaching an
online course during spring term 2006 in the content area of education or student life
skills. Question content and survey design was analyzed based on 26 usable, returned
surveys.
On February 15, 2006, study participants were mailed the first survey packets.
Thirty FDLC administrative representatives and 100 faculty teaching mathematics or
statistics online during spring term 2006 were sent the survey with instructions to return it
in the pre-addressed, stamped envelope by February 28, 2006. As previously mentioned,
two of Florida’s 28 community colleges listed two FDLC members, but only one person
from each institution was designated to complete the survey (N=28). Also, only faculty
members within 14 institutions that granted permission for the study were included in the
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sample. The within-two-weeks return date was specified to stimulate early response and
minimize the negative correlation between elapsed time and response rate (Dillman,
2000). A thank you/reminder e-mail communication was initiated February 22-24, 2006
to encourage response. Additional e-mails and calls were made either to further engender
response or answer queries regarding the study. Two unopened surveys were returned as
“Attempted no known.” The first mailing yielded a return of 11 (39%) FDLC
administrator responses and 36 (36%) faculty responses by March 1, 2006.
On March 2, 2006, a second mailing (Appendix G) to the 17 administrator and 74
faculty non-respondents was sent to improve the response rate. The follow up mailing,
which included a different cover letter and a duplicate survey questionnaire, yielded an
additional 9 (32%) responses from administrators and 16 (16%) responses from faculty as
of March 10, 2006. Excluding two duplicate surveys, the final total was 20 administrator
responses and 52 faculty responses for a usable survey return rate of 71% for
administrators and 52% for faculty.
Participants were not required to answer any question they did wish to answer or
feel qualified to provide an accurate response. Specific instructions to this effect were
provided to all participants in the first cover letter/informed consent. Administrator and
faculty confidentiality was protected throughout the research process. While
administrators may have been aware of the pool of eligible faculty participants, they were
not informed of those randomly selected for the study.
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Variables
Dependent variables within the Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online
Course that were identified for data analysis purposes are the FDLC administrator and
faculty rating scores of the competencies and skills needed to teach online and their rating
scores of the faculty development needs for effective online instruction. Demographic
information such as years of teaching experience in the community college, years of
online teaching experience in the community college, gender, ethnic background, and age
constituted the independent variables for statistical analysis of the data.
Years of teaching experience in the community college were drawn from
respondent’s self-reported information to survey question 4. Respondents reported a
specific number of years based on individual experience. The range for all survey
respondents was 1 to 30. This range was subsequently divided into five smaller
increments (1=1-5, 2=6-10, 3=11-15, 4=16-20, 5= 21 or more) based on the self-reported
years of experience. The years of teaching experience in the community college were
categorized as 1-5 years for 19 respondents, 6-10 years for 19 respondents, 11-15 years
for 9 respondents, 16-20 years for 16 respondents, and 21 years or more for respondents.
Years of online teaching experience in the community college were drawn from
respondent’s self-reported information to survey question 5. Respondents reported a
specific number of years based on individual experience. The range for all survey
respondents was 1 to 8. This range was subsequently divided into three (Low, Medium,
High) categories. Respondents reporting 1-2 years were classified as Low. Respondents
reporting 3-5 years were classified as Medium, and those reporting 6 or more years were
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classified as High. There were 22 respondents classified as Low, 36 were classified as
Medium, and 11 were classified as High.
Other demographics for analysis consisted of administrators and faculty gender
(1=Male, 2=Female) and ethnic background (1=African-American or Black, 2=
American Indian or Native Alaskan, 3=Asian/Pacific Islander, 4=Caucasian, 5=Hispanic,
6=Other). Respondents self-reported numerical age, rather than a range, to survey
question 2. The range for all respondents was 33 to 65. This range was subsequently
divided into four smaller increments (1=33-40, 2=41-48, 3=49-55, 4=56 or more) for age.
There were 20 respondents were 33 to 40 years old, 14 respondents were 41 to 48 years
old, 15 respondents were 49 to 55 years old, and 16 respondents were age 56 or higher.

Data Analysis
The researcher conducted the analysis of the collected data. All statistical
computations were performed using the SPSS Graduate Pack 12.0 statistical software
package (SPSS, 2003). Excel Spreadsheet for Windows was used to capture and
categorize data, especially relevant to research questions 4 and 8, which were descriptive
in nature.

Data Analysis for Research Question 1
Data analysis for Research Question 1, regarding how distance education
administrators and faculty rank the importance of known core competencies and roles for
teaching online, was computed by performing Chi-square tests. Chi-square tests were
performed using distance learning administrator and online faculty rankings of nine
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essential core competencies and roles for online teaching as high, medium, or low
priority. Cell counts and percentages were captured to rank order survey answers by
respondents.

Data Analysis for Research Question 2
In order to answer Research Question 2, regarding whether significant differences
exist in the perceived rankings of competencies and roles between distance education
administrators and faculty, Chi-square was used. Chi-square tests were performed using
distance education administrator and faculty rankings of nine essential core competencies
and roles for online teaching as high, medium, or low priority. Comparative results of the
Chi-square tests of the distance learning administrators and online faculty provide an
inferential statistic. Pearson values with an alpha < .05 level are recorded as statistically
significantly different.

Data Analysis for Research Question 3
Research Question 3, regarding significant differences in perceived rankings of
core competencies and roles between distance education administrators and faculty based
upon varying demographics (gender, age, years teaching experience in community
college, years of online teaching experience in a community college), was analyzed using
a one-way ANOVA . ANOVAs were performed using administrators and faculty
rankings of competencies and roles as dependent variables for statistical purposes.
The independent variables for statistical purposes were respondent demographic
indicators (gender, age, years teaching experience in community college, years of online
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teaching experience in a community college). One-way ANOVA tests were performed to
determine whether significant differences between the subgroups for gender (1=Male,
2=Female), age (1=33-40, 2=41-48, 3=49-55, 4=56 or more), years of teaching
experience in community college (1=1-5, 2=6-10, 3=11-15, 4=16-20, 5= 21 or more), and
years of online teaching experience in a community college (Low, Medium, High). The
Levene Test of Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to assure that the variance of the
distribution was constant.
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc tests were utilized as follow up analyses for each
ANOVA that presented significant differences at the .05 level. Results of these
procedures indicated which categories within the independent variable were responsible
for the significant differences.

Data Analysis for Research Question 4
Research Question 4, regarding additional competencies and roles identified by
distance education administrators and faculty, used data obtained from survey question
14. The data were recorded within an Excel for Word spreadsheet in a narrative format.
These data are fairly descriptive in nature, requiring no statistical analysis.

Data Analysis for Research Question 5
In order to answer Research Question 5, regarding how distance education
administrators and faculty rank the need for faculty development to support critical skill
sets for teaching online, Chi-square was used. Chi-square tests were performed using
distance education administrator and faculty rankings of professional development
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necessary to support online teaching as high, medium, or low priority. Cell counts and
percentages were captured to rank order survey answers by respondents’ educational
classification.

Data Analysis for Research Question 6
Data analysis for Research Question 6, regarding whether significant differences
exist in the perceived rankings of need for faculty development to support critical skill
sets for teaching online, utilized Chi-square tests. Chi-square tests were performed using
distance education administrator and faculty rankings of faculty development needs for
online teaching as high, medium, or low priority. Comparative results of the Chi-square
tests of the distance learning administrators and online faculty provide an inferential
statistic. Pearson values with an alpha < .05 level are recorded as statistically
significantly different.

Data Analysis for Research Question 7
In order to answer Research Question 7, regarding significant differences in
perceived rankings of need for faculty development for specific skill sets between
distance education administrators and faculty based upon varying demographics (years
teaching experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in a
community college, gender, ethnic background, age), a one-way ANOVA was used.
ANOVAs were performed using administrators and faculty rankings of competencies and
roles as dependent variables for statistical purposes.
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The independent variables for statistical purposes were respondent demographic
indicators (years teaching experience in community college, years of online teaching
experience in a community college, gender, ethnic background, age). One-way ANOVA
tests were performed to determine whether significant differences between the subgroups
for years of teaching experience in community college (1=1-5, 2=6-10, 3=11-15, 4=1620, 5= 21 or more), years of online teaching experience in a community college (Low,
Medium, High), gender (1=Male, 2=Female), ethnic background (1=African-American or
Black, 2= American Indian or Native Alaskan, 3=Asian/Pacific Islander, 4=Caucasian,
5=Hispanic, 6=Other), and age (1=33-40, 2=41-48, 3=49-55, 4=56 or more). The Levene
Test of Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to assure that the variance of the
distribution was constant.
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc tests were utilized as follow up analyses for each
ANOVA that presented significant differences at the .05 level. Results of these
procedures indicated which categories within the independent variable were responsible
for the significant differences.

Data Analysis for Research Question 8
Research Question 8, regarding additional skill sets identified by distance
education administrators and faculty, was analyzed using data obtained from survey
question 18. The data were recorded within an Excel for Word spreadsheet in a narrative
format. These data are fairly descriptive in nature, requiring no statistical analysis.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction
This study sought to explore the perceptions of distance education administrators
and faculty who teach online in the Florida Community College System regarding: (a) the
relative importance of specific competencies and roles (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for teaching online courses,
and (b) the need to engage in faculty development that is supportive of these
competencies. This chapter presents the results of the study. Selected demographic
characteristics of the responding FDLC administrators and distance education faculty,
organization of online support services within the institution, along with the results of the
data analysis with respect to eight research questions are described.

Description of the Population
The data for this study were collected during the spring term 2006. Participation
in the Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online Course was voluntary, and
responses were considered to reflect respondents’ perceptions of the importance of core
competencies/roles and the need for faculty development to support online instruction. A
total of 20 distance learning administrator and 52 online faculty surveys were
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returned from the original populations of 28 administrators and 100 faculty throughout
the Florida Community College System.
Table 1 displays the general demographic characteristics of the distance education
administrator respondents. Female respondents (n=14 or 70%) exceeded male
respondents (n=6 or 30%) by 40%. The mean age was 49 years. A majority of
respondents (55.8%) were between 41 and 55 years of age. A total of 3 (16.7%)
respondents were 40 years of age or younger, while 5 (27.8%) respondents were 56 years
of age or older. Thus, 13 (72.2%) of distance education administrator respondents were
55 years of age or younger. The total ethnic minority representation (n=1 or 5.3%) was
just above 5%.
With regard to years of community college teaching experience, 3 (15%)
respondents indicated 1-5 years; 6 (30%) had 6-10 years; 5 (25%) had 11-15 years; 4
(20%) had 16-20 years; and only 2 (10%) had 21 or more years experience. The mean
was 12.25 years of community college teaching experience for distance education
administrators.
For community college online teaching experience, the mean was 3.59 years for
distance education administrators. The majority of respondents (64.7%) were in the
medium level with 3-5 years of experience teaching an online course in the community
college. Only 1 (5.9%) respondent had 6 or more years, while 5 (29.4%) respondents had
1 to 2 years of online teaching experience in the community college.
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TABLE 1
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DISTANCE EDUCATION
AMINISTRATORS (N=20)
Component
Frequency
Percentage
Gender
Male
Female
Total

6
14
20

30.0
70.0
100.0

3
6
4
5
18

16.7
33.3
22.2
27.8
100.0

Ethnicity
American Indian or Native Alaskan
Caucasian
Total

1
18
19

5.3
94.7
100.0

Teaching Experience
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

3
6
5
4
2
20

15.0
30.0
25.0
20.0
10.0
100.0

Online Teaching Experience
1-2 Years (Low)
5
3-5 Years (Medium)
11
6 Years or more (High)
1
Total
17
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

29.4
64.7
5.9
100.0

Age
33-40 Years
41-48 Years
49-55 Years
56 Years or more
Total

Table 2 presents the demographic descriptors of the online faculty respondents.
Female respondents (n=32 or 62.7%) exceeded male respondents (n=19 or 37.3%) by
25.4%. The mean age for online faculty was 47 years. More than one-third of
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respondents (36.2%) were between 33 and 40 years of age. A total of 22 (46.8%)
respondents were 49 years of age or older, while only 8 (17%) respondents were between
41 and 48 years old. Thus, 25 (53.2%) of online faculty respondents were 48 years of age
or younger. The total ethnic minority representation (n=5 or 10%) was 10%.
With regard to years of community college teaching experience for faculty
respondents, the mean was 11.87 years. Sixteen (30.8%) respondents indicated 1-5 years;
13 (25%) had 6-10 years; 4 (7.7%) had 11-15 years; 12 (23.1%) had 16-20 years; and 7
(13.5%) had 21 or more years experience.
Ten online faculty (19.2%) indicated a high level of online teaching experience in
the community college with 6 or more years. The mean was 3.71 years. Seventeen
(32.7%) faculty respondents were in the low level for online teaching with 1-2 years of
experience, and 25 (48.1%) respondents had 3-5 years and ranked at the medium level of
experience for online teaching in the community college.

TABLE 2
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ONLINE FACULTY (N=52)
Component
Frequency
Percentage
Gender
Male
Female
Total

19
32
51

37.3
62.7
100.0

17
8
11
11
47

36.2
17.0
23.4
23.4
100.0

Age
33-40 Years
41-48 Years
49-55 Years
56 Years or more
Total
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Component

Frequency

Percentage

Ethnicity
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Total

42
5
3
50

84.0
10.0
6.0
100.0

Teaching Experience
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

16
13
4
12
7
52

30.8
25.0
7.7
23.1
13.5
100.0

Online Teaching Experience
1-2 Years (Low)
17
3-5 Years (Medium)
25
6 Years or more (High)
10
Total
52
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

32.7
48.1
19.2
100.0

Institutional Organization of Online Course Support
Respondents were requested to indicate departmental responsibility within their
institution for Web course development, Web course technical support, and Web course
faculty training. Data was drawn from survey questions 7, 8, and 9 which asked
participants to select Distance Learning, Institutional Technology, Teaching and Learning
Center, or Other with an option to name the department. The results for administrators
responses, displayed in Table 3, suggest that the Distance Learning department has
primary responsibility for Web course development (45%) and Web course faculty
training (50%); whereas, the Institutional Technology department retains central
responsibility for Web course technical support (50%). However, 13 (65%) administrator
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respondents record that their institution does not have a comprehensive training plan for
faculty interested in teaching an online course.

TABLE 3
INSTITUTIONAL ORGANIZATION OF ONLINE COURSE SUPPORT – DISTANCE
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20)
Department Description
Frequency
Percentage
Responsible for Web Course Development
Distance Learning
Instructional Technology
Other
Total

9
8
3
20

45.0
40.0
15.0
100.0

Responsible for Web Course Technical Support
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Other
Total

9
10
1
20

45.0
50.0
5.0
100.0

Responsible for Web Course Faculty Training
Distance Learning
10
Institutional Technology
7
Other
3
Total
20
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

50.0
35.0
15.0
100.0

Table 4 presents the results of online faculty responses to departmental
responsibility within their institution for Web course development, Web course technical
support, and Web course faculty training based on their responses to survey items 7, 8,
and 9. These results suggest that the Institutional Technology department has the primary
responsibility for Web course technical support (47.1%) and Web course faculty training
(39.2%). Interestingly, 22 (43.1%) respondents, the highest frequency and percentage,
indicated responsibility to an Other department for Web course development, but the
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Distance Learning (37.3%) department was the most consistently identified. The
majority of online faculty respondents (61.5%) record that their institution does have a
comprehensive training plan for faculty interested in teaching an online course.

TABLE 4
INSTITUTIONAL ORGANIZATION OF ONLINE COURSE SUPPORT – ONLINE
FACULTY (N=52)
Department Description
Frequency
Percentage
Responsible for Web Course Development
Distance Learning
Instructional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center
Other
Total

19
8
2
22
51

37.3
15.7
3.9
43.1
100.0%

Responsible for Web Course Technical Support
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center
Other
Total

16
24
3
8
51

31.4%
47.1%
5.9%
15.7%
100.0%

14
20
7
10
51

27.5%
39.2%
13.7%
19.6%
100.0%

Responsible for Web Course Faculty Training
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center
Other
Total
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 1
How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the importance of core
competencies and roles identified in the literature (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for effective online
instruction?
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All survey respondents were asked to rank order listed core competencies and
roles for teaching an online course according to high, medium, or low priority as
specified for survey questions 11, 12, and 13. These rankings were subsequently
assigned a scale score value of 1- High, 2- Medium, or 3- Low. Respondents ranked
nine competencies and roles into three categories; therefore, each category had the
potential to capture three items. Order of ranking was initially assigned based on
frequency and percentage of High Priority (1) counts. When the frequency and
percentage in the high priority category tied, the medium priority frequency and
percentage for those items was utilized as a secondary indicator of importance. Table 5
displays the composite rank order of core competencies and roles for distance education
administrators.

TABLE 5
RANKINGS OF IMPORTANCE OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES –
DISTANCE EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20)
Core Competency and Role
Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low
Provide grades, feedback, and
validation of the learner’s work

15

75.0%

5

25.0%

0

0%

Facilitating online activities that
Support student learning

13

65.0%

6

30.0%

1

5.0%

Creation and design of online learning
tasks and assignments

9

45.0%

4

20.0%

7

35.0%

Attention to facilitating learner’s
growth in understanding of course
content materials

6

30.0%

10

50.0%

4

20.0%
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Core Competency and Role

Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low

Collaboration to determine
technological choices to improve
learning for students

6

30.0%

Provide learners with individual
strategies to engage in the course at the
highest level

5

25.0%

Consistent production of new, relevant
knowledge to the content area being
taught

4

Soliciting peer and student feedback for
course improvement

2

6

30.0%

8

40.0%

12

60.0%

3

15.0%

20.0%

8

40.0%

8

40.0%

10.0%

8

40.0%

10

50.0%

Securing facilities for face-to-face
orientations (if prescribed)
1
5.0%
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

1

5.0%

18

90.0%

In order of importance, the three competencies and roles of high priority for
distance education administrators were providing grades and feedback (75%), facilitating
to support student learning (65%), and creating online assignments and tasks (45%).
Securing facilities (5%), soliciting feedback for course improvement (10%), and
producing new and relevant content knowledge (20%) were categorized as low priority.
The three areas receiving an overall medium priority ranking from the distance education
administrators were facilitating understanding of course content (30%), making
technology choices (30%), and providing learner engagement strategies (25%).
Table 6 displays the composite rank order of core competencies and roles for
online faculty. In order of importance, the three competencies and roles of high priority
for online faculty were providing grades and feedback (68.6%), facilitating to support
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student learning (64.7%), and creating online assignments and tasks (58.8%). Securing
facilities (2%), soliciting feedback for course improvement (3.9%), and making
technology choices (7.8%) were ranked as low priority. The three areas receiving an
overall medium priority ranking from the online faculty were facilitating understanding
of course content (51%), producing new and relevant content knowledge (27.5%), and
providing learner engagement strategies (10.1%).

TABLE 6
RANKINGS OF IMPORTANCE OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES –
ONLINE FACULTY (N=52)
Core Competency and Role
Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low
Provide grades, feedback, and
validation of the learner’s work

35

68.6%

9

17.6%

7

13.7%

Facilitating online activities that
Support student learning

33

64.7%

15

29.4%

3

5.9%

Creation and design of online
learning tasks and assignments

30

58.8%

10

19.6%

11

21.6%

Attention to facilitating learner’s
growth in understanding of course
content materials

26

51.0%

19

37.3%

6

11.8%

Consistent production of new,
relevant knowledge to the content
area being taught

14

27.5%

19

37.3%

18

35.3%

Provide learners with individual
strategies to engage in the course
at the highest level

9

10.1%

30

58.8%

12

23.5%

Collaboration to determine
technological choices to improve
learning for students

4

7.8%

19

37.3%

28

54.9%
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Core Competency and Role

Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low

Soliciting peer and student
feedback for course improvement

2

3.9%

30

58.8%

19

37.3%

Securing facilities for face-to-face
orientations (if prescribed)
1
2.0%
3
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

5.9%

47

92.2%

Findings of Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of competencies and
roles between distance education administrators and online faculty?

Distance education administrators and online faculty survey respondents were
asked to rank order listed core competencies and roles for teaching an online course
according to high, medium, or low priority as specified for survey questions 11, 12, and
13. Table 7 shows that both groups ranked seven of the nine competencies and roles at
the same level: 1- Provides grades, feedback, and validation of learner’s work; 2Facilitates online learning activities that support student learning; 3- Creation and design
of online learning tasks and assignments; 4- Attention to facilitating learner’s growth in
understanding of course content materials; 6- Provides learners with individual strategies
to engage in the course at the highest level; 8- Solicits peer and student feedback for
course improvement; and, 9- Secures facilities for face-to-face orientations (if
prescribed). By contrast, collaboration to determine technological choices to improve
learning for students was ranked as the fifth highest competency and role for distance
education administrators and seventh for online faculty. Thus, the consistent production
of new, relevant knowledge to the content area being taught was the seventh highest
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competency and role ranking for distance education administrators and the fifth for online
faculty.

TABLE 7
RANKINGS OF IMPORTANCE OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES –
DISTANCE EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY
(N=52)
Rank, Frequencies, and Percentages
Core Competency and Role
Administrator
Faculty
High Priority
High Priority
Provide grades, feedback, and validation of
the learner’s work

1

15

75.0%

1

35

68.6%

Facilitating online activities that
support student learning

2

13

65.0%

2

33

64.7%

Creation and design of online learning tasks
and assignments

3

9

45.0%

3

30

58.8%

Attention to facilitating learner’s growth in
understanding of course content materials

4

6

30.0%

4

26

51.0%

Collaboration to determine technological
choices to improve learning for students

5

6

30.0%

7

4

7.8%

Provide learners with individual strategies to
engage in the course at the highest level

6

5

25.0%

6

9

10.1%

Consistent production of new, relevant
knowledge to the content area being taught

7

4

20.0%

5

14

27.5%

Soliciting peer and student feedback for
course improvement

8

2

10.0%

8

2

3.9%

Securing facilities for face-to-face
orientations (if prescribed)
9
1
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

5.0%

9

1

2.0%
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Based on the Chi-square test analysis, there was a statistically significant
difference in rankings by distance education administrators and online faculty for only
one of the core competencies and roles – collaboration to determine technological choices
to improve student learning (p=.05). Six (30.0%) administrators perceived making
technologic choices for online instruction as an important core competency and role.
Only 4 (7.8%) faculty perceived the same level of importance. Thus, distance education
administrators were significantly more likely to select making technology choices as an
essential competency when teaching an online course. The results are displayed in Table
8.

TABLE 8
CHI SQUARE FOR RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES DISTANCE EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY
(N=52)
Core Competency and Role
Pearson
df
Significance
Value
Provide grades, feedback, and validation of
the learner’s work

3.222

2

.200

Facilitating online activities that
Support student learning

.022

2

.989

Creation and design of online learning
tasks and assignments

1.523

2

.467

Attention to facilitating learner’s growth in
understanding of course content materials

2.666

2

.264

Collaboration to determine technological
choices to improve learning for students

5.851

2

.054*

Provide learners with individual strategies
to engage in the course at the highest level

.892

2

.640
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Core Competency and Role

Pearson
Value

df

Significance

Consistent production of new, relevant
knowledge to the content area being taught

.430

2

.807

Soliciting peer and student feedback for
course improvement

2.465

2

.292

Securing facilities for face-to-face
orientations (if prescribed)

.498

2

.779

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 3
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of specific competencies
and roles between distance education administrators and faculty based upon
varying demographic characteristics (gender, age, ethnic background, years
teaching experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in
community college)?

Data analogous to this question were obtained from distance education
administrators’ and online faculty’s responses to Demographic Information (Items 1-5)
on the Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online Course. Scale scores and mean
scale values were established for gender (1=Male, 2=Female), age (1=33-40, 2=41-48,
3=49-55, 4=56 or more), years of teaching experience in community college (1=1-5, 2=610, 3=11-15, 4=16-20, 5= 21 or more), and years of online teaching experience in a
community college (Low, Medium, High). Tables 9-25 display one-way ANOVA results
of distance education administrators’ and online faculty’s rankings of core competencies
and roles for teaching a online course by gender, age, community college teaching
experience, and community college online teaching experience.
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Gender
One-way ANOVA tests were performed using distance education administrators
and online faculty ranking of core competencies and skills as the dependent variables in
the statistical analysis and respondent gender as the independent variable. Tables 9 and
10 present he results from the ANOVA tests for distance education administrators, and
Table 11 and 12 display the results for online faculty.
For distance education administrators, when gender was considered, a statistically
significant difference was identified in only one of the nine core competencies and roles,
Secure Facilities (F=.03). There was no significant difference for the other eight
competencies and roles (facilitate to support student learning, provide learner
engagement strategies, grades and feedback, produce new, relevant knowledge, facilitate
understanding of course content, make technology choices, create online tasks and
learning assignments, and solicit feedback on the course).
As it relates to the distance learning administrators’ perceived importance of
securing facilities when gender is considered, the mean score (2.50) for male
administrators suggests a higher level of importance than the mean score (3.0) for female
administrators. As indicated by Table 11, male distance education administrator
respondents, more so than females, indicated that Securing Facilities was an important
competency and role when teaching an online course. Therefore, the data indicated the
perceived level of importance was influenced by gender for one of the nine core
competencies and roles for distance education administrators.
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TABLE 9
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- GENDER (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
Square
Ratio

F
Probability

Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.038
.376

.101

.754

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.086
.429

.200

.660

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.060
.205

.290

.597

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

1.152
.558

2.064

.168

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.610
.511

1.194

.289

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.610
.733

.832

.374

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.086
.873

.098

.758

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.610
.455

1.340

.262
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

1.050
.194

5.400

.032*

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 10
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- GENDER (N=20)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard
Standard
Deviation
Error
Secure Facilities
Male
Female
Total

6
14
20

2.50
3.00
2.85

.837
.000
.489

.342
.000
.109

Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

For online faculty, when gender was considered, a statistically significant
difference was identified in only one of the nine core competencies and roles, produce
new and relevant knowledge (F=.01). There was no significant difference for the other
eight competencies and roles (facilitate to support student learning, provide learner
engagement strategies, grades and feedback, facilitate understanding of course content,
make technology choices, create online tasks and learning assignments, solicit feedback
on the course, and secure facilities). Table 11 records these results.
Male online faculty respondents, more so than females, indicated that producing
new and relevant knowledge was an important competency and role when teaching an
online course. In Table 12, the mean score (1.74) for male respondents shows a high
prioritization for producing new knowledge when engaged in online instruction than the
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mean score (2.32) for female respondents. For online faculty, then, the data indicated
the perceived level of importance of for generating relevant knowledge as a distance
learning core competency was influenced by gender.

TABLE 11
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- GENDER (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.088
.377

0234

.631

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.294
.428

.687

.411

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.228
.544

.420

.520

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

4.024
.551

7.332

.009*

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.126
.493

.256

.615

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.300
.420

.714

.402

86

Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.031
.666

.046

.831

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.099
.308

.322

.573

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

1
48
49

.001
.135

.006

.937

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 12
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- GENDER (N=52)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard
Standard
Deviation
Error
Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
Male
Female
Total

19
31
50

1.74
2.32
2.10

.653
.791
.789

.150
.142
.112

Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Age

Table 13 for distance education administrators displays the results of one-way
ANOVA tests performed using distance education administrator rankings of core
competencies and skills as the dependent variables in the statistical analysis and
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respondent scaled score value for age as the independent variable. Post hoc analysis using
Bonferroni and Scheffe tests were performed where a statistically significance difference
existed.
For distance education administrators, when respondent age was considered, a
statistically significant difference was identified in only one of nine core competencies
and roles - facilitate understanding of course content (F=.03). There was no significant
difference for the other eight competencies and roles (facilitate to support student
learning, provide learner engagement strategies, grades and feedback, produce new and
relevant knowledge, make technology choices, create online tasks and learning
assignments, solicit feedback on the course, and secure facilities).
The post hoc Bonferroni and Scheffe tests of the ANOVA, as displayed in Table
14, indicated that the mean score (1.00) for respondents between 33 and 40 years old
shows higher priority and was statistically significantly different from the mean score
(2.50) for respondents between 49 and 55 years old. Thus, distance education
administrator respondents between ages 33 and 40, more so than distance education
administrator respondents between 49 and 55 years old, classified facilitate understanding
of course content as a high priority core competency and role for teaching an online
course.
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TABLE 13
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- AGE (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
Square
Ratio

F
Probability

Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.150
.254

.592

.631

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.498
.389

1.280

.320

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.076
.206

.369

.777

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.520
.539

.965

.437

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

1.289
.331

3.894

.032*

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

1.517
.568

2.671

.088

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.659
.843

.782

.523
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.659
.462

1.427

.277

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.183
.282

.650

.596

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 14
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- AGE (N=20)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
33-40 Years Old
41-48 Years Old
49-55 Years Old
56 Years or more
Total

3
6
4
5
18

1.00*
1.83
2.50*
1.80
1.83

.000
.753
.577
.447
.707

.000
.307
.289
.200
.167

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

The results of one-way ANOVA tests conducted using online faculty rankings of
core competencies and roles as the dependent variable and respondent scaled score value
for age as the independent variable are shown in Table 15. The ANOVAs indicated no
statistically significant differences within age categories and faculty perceived level of
importance for the core competencies and roles for teaching an online course. Thus, the
perceived rankings were not demonstrably different for faculty based upon age.

90

TABLE 15
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- AGE (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.196
.394

.498

.686

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.151
.485

.311

.817

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.309
.477

.648

.588

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.848
.587

1.443

.244

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.244
.523

.466

.708

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.883
.397

2.225

.099

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.093
.718

.129

.942

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

3
42
45

.212
.321

.661

.581
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Competency/Role

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

3
42
45

.052
.150

.345

.793

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Ethnic Background
One-way ANOVA tests were performed using distance education administrators
and online faculty ranking of core competencies and skills as the dependent variables in
the statistical analysis and respondent scaled score value for ethnicity as the independent
variable. Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc analysis were performed where a statistically
significance difference was noted.
For distance education administrators, Table 16 displays the results. The data
revealed no statistically significant difference in administrator rankings of core
competences and roles for teaching an online course when ethnicity was considered.
Thus, the perceived level of importance for core competencies and roles when teaching
an online course was not demonstrably influenced by ethnic background within the
distance learning administrator population.
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TABLE 16
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- ETHNIC BACKGROUND (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
Square
Ratio

F
Probability

Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.494
..212

2.326

.146

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.845
.408

2.069

.169

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.047
.183

.256

.620

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.073
.565

.129

.724

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.749
.458

1.636

.218

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.749
.693

1.080

.313

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.003
.879

.003

.955

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.354
.487

.727

.406
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Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.026
.265

.099

.756

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

For online faculty, when ethnic background was considered, a statistically
significant difference was identified in three of the nine core competencies and roles,
provide learner engagement strategies (F=.00), grades and feedback (F=.00), and create
online assignments and tasks (F=.01). As displayed in Table 17, the other six core
competencies and roles – facilitate to support student learning, produce new and relevant
knowledge, facilitate understanding of course content, make technology choices, solicit
feedback on the course, and secure facilities - displayed no significant difference for
online faculty based upon ethnic background.
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc analyses of the ANOVAs for online faculty
rankings of the core competencies and roles with regard to ethnicity are recorded in Table
18. The mean score (1.20) for Hispanic respondents reflects a higher priority for
providing the learner engagement strategies and was statistically significantly different
than the mean score (2.15) for Caucasians and the mean score (2.33) for respondents who
selected Other as their ethnicity classification. Hispanic faculty respondents, more often
than Caucasian and Other, perceived providing strategies for learner engagement to be an
important component of effective online instruction.
When ethnicity was considered in relation to grades and feedback while teaching
an online course, post hoc tests reveal the mean score (3.0) for faculty respondents who
self-selected Other as ethnicity showed a lower priority ranking and was statistically
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significantly different from the mean score (1.34) for Caucasians and the mean score
(1.40) for Hispanics. More so than Caucasian and Hispanic respondents, Others did not
rank grades and feedback as an important core competency for online instruction.
In the case of perceived importance for creating online tasks and assignments,
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc analyses show the mean score (1.32) for Other and
(1.51) for Caucasian faculty respondents were statistically significantly different from the
mean score (2.60) for Hispanic faculty respondents. Other and Caucasian respondents,
more so than Hispanic respondents, ranked creating online tasks and assignments with a
higher degree of importance for online teaching.

TABLE 17
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- ETHNIC BACKGROUND (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.218
.382

.571

.569

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

2.114
.361

5.862

.005*

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

3.851
.400

.9.618

.000*

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

10512
.579

2.612

.084
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.777
.480

10620

.209

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.071
.436

.163

.850

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

2.761
.568

4.864

.012*

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.776
.287

2.701

.078

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.107
.136

.782

.464

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 18
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- ETHNIC BACKGROUND
(N=52)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Total

41
5
3
49
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2.15*
1.20*
2.33*
2.06

.615
.447
.577
.659

.096
.200
.333
.094

Competency/Role

N

Mean

Standard Standard
Deviation
Error

Grades and Feedback
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Total

41
5
3
49

1.34*
1.40*
3.00*
1.45

.656
.548
.000
.738

.102
.245
.000
.105

Create Online Assignments and Tasks
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Total

41
5
3
49

1.51*
2.60*
1.32*
1.61

.779
.548
.577
.812

.122
.245
.333
.116

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Community College Teaching Experience
One-way ANOVA tests were performed using distance education administrators
and online faculty ranking of core competencies and skills as the dependent variables in
the statistical analysis and respondent scaled score value for years of community college
teaching experience as the independent variable. Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc tests of
the ANOVA were performed where a statistically significant difference existed. Tables
19 and 20 portray the results from the ANOVA tests for distance education
administrators.
For distance education administrators, a statistically significant difference was
identified in only one of the nine core competencies and roles - facilitate to support
student learning (F=.00), when years of community college teaching experience as
considered. The data revealed no statistically significant difference for the remaining
eight competencies and roles (provide learner engagement strategies, grades and
feedback, produce new, relevant knowledge, facilitate understanding of course content,
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make technology choices, create online tasks and learning assignments, solicit feedback
on the course, and secure facilities).
The post hoc Bonferroni and Scheffe tests of the ANOVA indicated that the mean
score (1.00) for respondents with 11 to 15 years and the mean score (1.00) for
respondents with 16 to 20 years indicated higher priority and was statistically
significantly different from the mean score (2.50) for respondents with 21 or more years
community college teaching experience. Thus, distance education administrator
respondents with 11 to 20 years of community college teaching experience, more so than
distance education administrator respondents with 21 or more years, perceived Facilitate
to Support Student Learning was an important core competency and role for online
teaching.

TABLE 19
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

1.033
.178

5.813

.005*

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.375
.420

.893

.492

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.092
.226

.406

.801
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.508
.611

.832

.526

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.438
.537

.815

.535

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

1.221
.594

2.054

.138

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

1.458
.664

2.195

.119

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.213
.530

.401

.805

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.221
.244

.903

.487

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.
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TABLE 20
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE
TEACHING EXPERIENCE (N=20)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

3
6
5
4
2
20

1.67
1.50
1.00*
1.00*
2.50*
1.40

.577
.548
.000
.000
.707
.598

.333
.224
.000
.000
.500
.134

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

When the scale score value for years of community college teaching experience
was considered, data for online faculty presented a statistically significant difference in
two of the nine core competencies and roles - facilitate to support student learning
(F=.03) and create online tasks and assignments (F=.00). As depicted in Table 21, the
other seven core competencies and roles - provide learner engagement strategies, grades
and feedback, produce new and relevant knowledge, facilitate understanding of course
content, make technology choices, solicit feedback on the course, and secure facilities displayed no significant difference for online faculty based upon years of community
college teaching experience.
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc analyses, as shown in Table 22, of the ANOVA
for years of community college teaching experience indicated that the mean score (1.06)
for online faculty respondents with 1 to 5 years shows higher priority and was statistically
significantly different from the mean score (1.69) for respondents with 6 to 10 years and
the mean score (1.71) for respondents with 21 years or more as it relates to facilitating to
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support student learning. Therefore, online faculty with 1 to 5 years experience
perceived greater importance to facilitate to support student learning as a core
competency and role for teaching online than faculty respondents with 6 to 10 years
experience or 21 or more years experience.
When years of community college teaching experience was considered in relation
to creating online assignments and tasks while teaching an online course, the post hoc
tests reveal the mean score (1.09) for faculty respondents with 16-20 years showed a
higher priority ranking and was statistically significant different than the mean score
(1.75) for respondents with 11 to 15 years experience and the mean score (2.19) for
respondents with 1 to 5 years experience.

TABLE 21
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.935
.318

2.944

.030*

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.892
.375

2.376

.066

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.322
.551

.584

.676
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.300
.663

.452

.770

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.066
.519

.127

.972

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.737
.386

1.908

.125

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

2.220
.544

4.078

.007*

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.504
.290

1.741

.157

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

4
46
50

.120
.131

.915

.463

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.
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TABLE 22
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE
TEACHING EXPERIENCE (N=52)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

16
13
4
11
7
51

1.06*
1.69*
1.25
1.45
1.71*
1.41

.250
.751
.500
.522
.756
.606

.062
.208
.250
.157
.286
.085

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

16
13
4
11
7
51

2.19*
1.46
1.75*
1.09*
1.43
1.63

.834
.877
.500
.302
.787
.824

.209
.243
.250
.091
.297
.115

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Community College Online Teaching Experience
Tables 23 and 24 for distance education administrators display the results of oneway ANOVA tests performed using distance education administrator rankings of core
competencies and skills as the dependent variables in the statistical analysis and
respondent scaled score value for years of community college online teaching experience
as the independent variable. Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc test analyses were
performed for subsets where a statistically significance difference was noted.
With regard to distance education administrators and considering years of
community college online teaching experience, a statistically significant difference was
identified in two of nine core competencies and roles – grades and feedback (F=.00) and
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solicit feedback on course (F=.00). The differences in perceived importance of the other
seven core competencies - facilitate to support student learning, provide learner
engagement strategies, produce new and relevant knowledge, facilitate to understand
course content, make technology choices, create online tasks and learning assignments,
and secure facilities - were not statistically significant.
For the Grades and Feedback competency, Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc
analyses indicated that the mean score (1.00) for distance education administrator
respondents with 3-5 years community college online teaching experience indicated
higher priority and was statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.00) for
respondents with 6 or more years community college online teaching experience. Thus,
distance education administrator respondents with Medium level community college
online teaching experience, more so than distance education administrator respondents
with a High experience level, perceived grades and feedback was an important core
competency and role for online teaching.
Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc tests of the ANOVA for the competency solicit
feedback on course presented that the mean score (1.00) for distance education
administrator respondents with 6 or more years online teaching and the mean score (1.80)
for respondents with 1 to 2 years online teaching indicated higher priority and was
statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.73) for administrator
respondents with 3 to 5 years community college online teaching experience. Thus,
distance education administrator respondents with 1 to 2 years or 6 or more years of
community college online teaching experience, more so than distance education
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administrator respondents with 3 to 5 years, ranked solicit feedback on course an
important core competency and role for online teaching.

TABLE 23
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE ONLINE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.250
.242

1.036

.381

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.635
.371

1.710

.216

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.635
.086

7.412

.006*

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.268
.525

.512

.610

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.144
.584

.247

.784

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.635
.657

.967

.404

105

Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.600
.914

.656

.534

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

2.450
.213

11.504

.001*

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.016
.065

.247

.784

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 24
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR
RANKINGS OF CORE COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ONLINE TEACHING EXPERIENCE (N=20)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Grades and Feedback
1-2 Years (Low)
3-5 Years (Medium)
6 Years or more (High)
Total

5
11
1
17

1.40
1.00*
2.00*
1.18

.548
.000
.393

.245
.000
.095

Solicit Feedback on Course
1-2 Years (Low)
3-5 Years (Medium)
6 Years or more (High)
Total

5
11
1
17

1.80*
2.73*
1.00*
2.35

.447
.467
.702

.200
.141
.170

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

The results of one-way ANOVA tests conducted using online faculty perceptions
of importance for core competencies and roles as the dependent variable and respondent
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scaled score value for years community college online teaching as the independent
variable are shown in Table 25.
Results from the ANOVA tests indicated no statistically significant differences
for online faculty scale score classifications for the core competencies and roles when
years of community college online teaching experience was considered. Thus, the
perceived values of importance were not demonstrably different for online faculty based
upon years of online teaching experience for a community college.

TABLE 25
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF CORE
COMPETENCIES AND ROLES- COMMUNITY COLLEGE ONLINE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio Probability
Facilitate to Support Student Learning
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.588
.358

1.645

.204

Provide Learner Engagement Strategies
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.025
.433

.057

.945

Grades and Feedback
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.406
.538

.755

.476

Produce New, Relevant Knowledge
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.256
.649

.394

.677
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Facilitate Understanding of Course Content
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.432
.485

.891

.417

Making Technology Choices
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.177
.424

.419

.660

Create Online Tasks and Assignments
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

1.240
.655

1.894

.162

Solicit Feedback on Course
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.221
.310

.711

.496

Secure Facilities
between groups
within groups
Total

2
48
50

.118
.131

.900

.413

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 4
Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional competencies and roles
do distance education faculty and administrators identify as essential for teaching
an online course?

Data for this research question was retrieved from respondents’ answer to survey
item 14. The data is narrative and no statistical analyses were performed. Many survey
respondents provided anecdotal comments to emphasize the importance of a listed
competency and role. One responded that feedback was absolutely critical and online
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courses could not succeed with consistent, if not daily, communication with students.
This comment and others also support the list of additional competencies identified by
respondents, many of which the researcher would classify broadly as communication
skills. Table 26 summarizes the recommendations for additional competencies and roles
of both distance education administrators and online faculty. The researcher has
established five headings for grouping respondent comments – facilitate student
technology skills, provide in-time feedback and direction, foster student engagement,
student assessment, and maintain course integrity.

TABLE 26
ADDITIONAL COMPETENCIES AND ROLES IDENTIFIED BY DISTANCE
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY (N=52)
Additional Competency/Role
Facilitate Student Technology Skills
• Facilitate student to technology interaction
• Facilitate student computer competency
• Help learner understand technology
• Making learner aware of IT resources and support
Provide In-Time Feedback and Direction
• Provide immediate feedback and responses to students
• Ability to engage in interactive communication regularly (preferably daily)
• Provide constant feedback in a timely manner (i.e. within 24-48 hours)
• Communicate clearly; ongoing feedback and follow up
• Dedication to extensive communication between instructor and students
• Review and respond to online discussions and assignments in a timely manner
• Management of student requests, workflow, assignments, etc.
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Additional Competency/Role
Foster Student Engagement
• Establish a “presence” and connection between faculty and students with
faculty as the “facilitator of knowledge”
• Devising techniques to get students involved, participating in online
discussion
• Create strategies to sustain student interest and engagement
• Help students establish priorities and minimize interferences
• Create online learning community (ies) and group activities
• Develop communication and netiquette
Student Assessment
• Ability to construct assessment tools that are appropriate for online education
Maintain Course Integrity
• Ensuring the level of work and learning equals that of a traditional class
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 5
How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the need for faculty
development to support critical skill sets identified in the literature (Goodyear et
al., 2001; Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for
effective online instruction?

All survey respondents were asked to rank order the need for faculty development
based upon critical skills, compatible to the previously mentioned core competencies and
roles, for teaching an online course according to High, Medium, or Low priority as
specified for survey questions 15, 16, and 17. These rankings were subsequently
assigned a scale score value of 1- High, 2- Medium, or 3- Low. Respondents classified
critical skills into three categories; therefore, each category had the potential to capture
three items. Order of ranking was initially assigned based on frequency and percentage
of High Priority (1) counts. When the frequency and percentage in the high priority
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category tied, the medium priority frequency and percentage for those items was utilized
as a secondary indicator of importance. Table 27 displays the composite rank order by
distance education administrators of critical skills for online teaching.
In order of importance, the three high priority need areas identified by distance
education administrators for faculty development were knowledge of distance education
instructional techniques (90%), planning and instructional design skills (75%), and
collaboration/teamwork skills (55%). Data analysis skills (5%), library research skills
(5%), and editing skills (10%) were categorized as low priority or least important. The
three areas receiving an overall medium priority ranking from the distance education
administrators were managerial skills (30%), technology operation and hardware repair
skills (15%), and text layout and graphic design skills (10%).

TABLE 27
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT– DISTANCE
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20)
Critical Skill for Faculty Development
Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low
Knowledge of Distance Education
Instructional Techniques

18

90.0%

2

10.0%

Planning and Instructional Design
Skills

15

75.0%

5

25.0%

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills

11

55.0%

4

20.0%

5

25.0%

Managerial Skills

6

30.0%

7

35.0%

7

35.0%

Technology Operation and Hardware
Repair Skills

3

15.0%

8

40.0%

9

45.0%

Text Layout and Graphics Design
Skills

2

10.0%

13

65.0%

5

25.0%
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Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low

Critical Skill for Faculty Development

Editing Skills

2

10.0%

11

55.0%

7

35.0%

Library Research Skills

1

5.0%

7

35.0%

12

60.0%

Data Analysis Skills
1
5.0%
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

4

20.0%

13

75.0%

Table 28 displays the composite rank order by online faculty of critical skills for
teaching a Web course. The three critical skills of highest importance for online faculty
were knowledge of distance education instructional strategies (100.0%), planning and
instructional design skills (95.9%), and managerial skills (33.3%). Library research skills
(2.1%), data analysis skills (4.2%), and editing skills (10.4%) were identified as least
important for online teaching. The three areas receiving an overall medium priority
ranking from the online faculty were collaboration/teamwork skills (20.8%), technology
operation and hardware repair (18.8%), and text layout and graphic design (14.3%).

TABLE 28
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT– ONLINE FACULTY
(N=52)
Critical Skill for Faculty Development
Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
Low
Knowledge of Distance Education
Instructional Techniques

49

100.0%

Planning and Instructional Design Skills

47

95.9%

2

4.1%

Managerial Skills

16

33.3%

17

35.4%

15

31.3%

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills

10

20.8%

23

47.9%

15

31.3%
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Frequencies and Percentages
High
Medium
High

Critical Skill for Faculty Development

Technology Operation and Hardware
Repair Skills

9

18.8%

16

33.3%

23

47.9%

Text Layout and Graphics Design Skills

7

14.3%

20

40.8%

22

44.9%

Editing Skills

5

10.4%

31

64.6%

12

25.0%

Data Analysis Skills

2

4.2%

22

45.8%

24

50.0%

Library Research Skills
1
2.1%
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

15

31.3%

32

66.7%

Findings of Research Question 6
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of need for professional
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty?

Distance education administrators and online faculty survey respondents were
asked to rank order need for faculty development training of specific skills for teaching
an online course according to 1- High, 2- Medium, or 3 Low priority as specified for
survey questions 15, 16, and 17. Table 29 shows that both groups ranked five of the nine
critical skills at the same level of importance with regard to need for faculty
development: 1- Knowledge of distance education instructional techniques; 2- Planning
and instructional design skills; 5- Technology operation and hardware repair skills; 6Text layout and graphic design skills; and, 7- Editing skills. By contrast, distance
education administrators ranked collaboration/teamwork skills third in order of
importance, while online faculty ranked the same skill fourth. Managerial skills were
ranked fourth in importance for administrators and third for faculty. A comparable

113

reversal of order was recorded for library research skills – eighth in order for
administrators and ninth for faculty – and data analysis skills – ninth in order for distance
education administrators and eighth for online faculty.

TABLE 29
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT– DISTANCE
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY (N=52)
Rank, Frequencies, and Percentages
Critical Skill for Faculty Development
Faculty
High Priority

Administrator
High Priority
Knowledge of Distance Education
Instructional Techniques

1

18

90.0%

1

49

100.0%

Planning and Instructional Design Skills

2

15

75.0%

2

47

95.9%

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills

3

11

55.0%

4

10

20.8%

Managerial Skills

4

6

30.0%

3

16

33.3%

Technology Operation and Hardware
Repair Skills

5

3

15.0%

5

9

18.8%

Text Layout and Graphics Design Skills

6

2

10.0%

6

7

14.3%

Editing Skills

7

2

10.0%

7

5

10.4%

Library Research Skills

8

1

5.0%

9

1

2.1%

Data Analysis Skills
9
1
5.0%
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

8

2

4.2%

Table 30 displays the results of the Chi-square tests for distance learning
administrators and online faculty rankings of need for faculty development to support
specific skills of effective online teaching. Based on the Chi-square test analysis, there
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was a statistically significant difference in three of the nine rankings – Knowledge of
Distance Education Instructional Techniques (p=.03), Planning and Instructional Design
Skills (p=.00), and Collaboration/Teamwork Skills (p=.02).
Of the 49 online faculty who responded to this survey item, 49 (100.0%) indicated
that knowledge of distance education instructional techniques as the area of greatest need
for professional development training to enhance online instruction. Of the 20 distance
learning administrator respondents, 18 (90.0%) checked knowledge of distance education
instructional techniques as the number one priority for faculty development in online
instruction. There was a significant difference between the proportion of online faculty
and distance administrators who selected knowledge of distance education instructional
techniques as the most important skill area for faculty development in online teaching,
Chi-square (1, N=72) = 5.046, p=.03.
Likewise, 47 (95.9%) online faculty rated planning and instruction design skills as
having the second highest priority for professional development related to teaching an
online course. Fifteen (75.0%) distance learning administrators chose planning and
instructional design skills as their second priority for faculty development training.
Online faculty were significantly more likely to select planning and instructional design
skills as an important priority for training than distance learning administrators, Chisquare (1, N=72) = 6.818, p=.00
A smaller percentage of online faculty (20.8%), however, than distance education
administrators (55%) chose collaboration/teamwork skills as an important area for
professional development. Online faculty were significantly less likely to select faculty
development training related to collaboration/teamwork skills than distance education
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administrators when teaching a fully Web-based course, Chi-square (1, N=72) = 8.295,
p=.02.

TABLE 30
CHI SQUARE FOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT BY
DISTANCE EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY
(N=52)
Core Competency and Role
Pearson
df
Significance
Value
Knowledge of Distance Education
Instructional Techniques

5.046

1

.025*

Planning and Instructional Design Skills

6.818

1

.009*

Managerial Skills

.111

2

.946

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills

8.295

2

.016*

Technology Operation and Hardware
Repair Skills

.316

2

.854

Text Layout and Graphics Design Skills

3.374

2

.185

Editing Skills

.718

2

.699

Data Analysis Skills

4.025

2

.134

Library Research Skills

.567

2

.753

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 7
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of need for faculty
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty based upon varying demographic characteristics (years teaching
experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in
community college, gender, age)?
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Gender
Scaled scores of distance learning administrator and online faculty rankings of
need for faculty development were utilized to conduct one-way ANOVAs. For the
purpose of statistical analyses, respondent classification rankings for both groups were
used as the dependent variables and gender was entered as the independent variable.
Tables 31 and 32 display the results for administrators and faculty, respectively. Results
from the ANOVA tests indicated no statistical difference in rankings for either group in
the need for faculty development for online teaching when gender is considered. Thus,
the perceptual value of importance, as determined by responses, is statistically
insignificant between male and female distance learning administrators and faculty.

TABLE 31
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- GENDER (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
1
.152
.454
.509
within groups
18
.336
Total
19
Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.060
.205

.290

.597

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.771
.746

1.034

.323
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.002
.364

.007

.936

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.771
.524

1.473

.241

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.021
.385

.056

.816

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

1.260
.649

1.939

.181

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.060
.427

.139

.713

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

1
18
19

.038
.098

.389

.541

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 32
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- GENDER (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
1
.084
.243
.624
within groups
45
.347
Total
46

118

Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
46
47

.006
.042

.134

.718

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
45
46

1.352
.486

2.780

.102

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
46
47

.139
.517

.269

.607

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

1
45
46

.865
.599

1.444

.236

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
45
46

.951
.258

3.689

.061

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
45
46

.274
.659

.416

.522

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
45
46

.309
.332

.930

.340

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

1
46
47

.000
.000

-

-

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

119

Age
One-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether significant differences
based on age existed in distance education administrator and online faculty rankings of
the need for faculty development within specific skill areas for fully Web-based teaching.
The classification rankings by respondents were used as the dependent variables and
scale scores for age were entered as the independent variable in order to perform the
analysis. The results for administrators and faculty, respectively, are presented in Tables
33 and 34. Data output from the ANOVA tests indicated no statistical difference for age
as a factor in respondents’ rankings of need for faculty development for online
instruction.

TABLE 33
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- AGE (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.344
.355

.971

.434

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.259
.167

1.556

.244

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.156
.824

.189

.902
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.600
.336

1.787

.196

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.759
.488

1.556

.244

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.017
.282

.059

.980

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.094
.730

.129

.941

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.270
.450

.601

.625

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

3
14
17

.065
.054

1.210

.343

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 34
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- AGE (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
40
43
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.356
.347

1.025

.392

Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
40
43

.021
.046

.451

.718

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
39
42

.288
.532

.541

.657

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
40
43

.761
.511

1.489

.232

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

3
39
42

.403
.578

.696

.560

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
39
42

.014
.301

.047

.986

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
39
42

.133
.708

.188

.904

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

3
39
42

.327
.345

.949

.426

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

3
40
43

.000
.000

-

-

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.
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Ethnic Background
One-way ANOVA tests were performed using distance education administrators
and online faculty ratings of the need for faculty development to support skills in online
teaching. For the purpose of statistical analyses, these scores were entered as the
dependent variable and respondent ethnicity as the independent variable.
The results for distance learning administrators are displayed in Tables 35 and 36.
When respondent’s ethnic background was regarded, a statistically significant difference
was identified in only one of the nine skills areas for faculty development, text layout and
graphic design skills (F=.05). There was no statistically significant difference observed
in the remaining eight faculty development skill areas – data analysis skills, planning and
instructional design skills, collaboration/teamwork skills, technology operation and
repair, library research skills, managerial skills, editing skills, and knowledge of online
instruction techniques.
The mean score (1.0) for distance education administrators of American Indian or
Native Alaskan descent revealed a greater need and was statistically significantly
different from the mean score (2.22) for administrators of Caucasian descent. Thus,
administrator respondents of American Indian or Native Alaskan ethnic background were
more likely than Caucasian administrator respondents to rate text layout and design skills
as a very important area for faculty development to enhance online courses. Neither
Bonferroni nor Scheffe post hoc tests were conducted since the respondent pool for
distance education administrators yielded only one person of American Indian or Native
Alaskan descent. All other administrator respondents to survey item 3 indicated
Caucasian for ethnicity/race.
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TABLE 35
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- ETHNIC BACKGROUND (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.494
.330

1.497

.238

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.047
.183

.256

.620

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

. 143
.722

.198

.662

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

1.415
.301

4.707

.045*

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.573
.536

1.069

.316

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.143
.252

.569

.461

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.845
.644

1.313

..268

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.073
.448

.163

.691
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

1
17
18

.012
.105

.112

.742

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 36
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- ETHNIC BACKGROUND
(N=20)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
American Indian or Native Alaskan
Caucasian
Total

1
18
19

1.00*
2.22*
2.16

.548
.602

.128
.138

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

The results of the ANOVAs utilizing the ranking for faculty development by
online faculty are captured in Tables 37 and 38. As previously noted, the ranking scores
were used as the dependent variables, while respondent ethnicity served as the
independent variable. The data output from the analyses of the ANOVAs show a
statistically significant difference when respondent ethnicity was considered in faculty
ranking for faculty development related to one of the nine skill areas - technology
operation and hardware repair (F=.05).
With regard to the Bonferroni and Scheffe post hoc analysis of the ANOVA, the
mean score (1.0) for faculty respondents who indicated Other for ethnicity established a
higher importance and was statistically significantly different than the mean score (2.36)
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for Caucasian respondents. Online faculty respondents who indicate Other as their ethnic
background, then, were more likely than Caucasian faculty respondents to identify an
important need for faculty development training related to technology operation and
hardware repair for online courses.

TABLE 37
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- ETHNIC BACKGROUND (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.835
.320

2.612

.085

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.070
.040

1.734

.188

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

1.060
.491

2.160

.128

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.102
.527

.194

.825

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

1.776
.553

3.212

.050*

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.121
.276

.439

.648
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.089
.670

.133

.876

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
43
45

.624
.325

1.924

.159

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

2
44
46

.000
.000

-

-

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 38
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- ETHNIC BACKGROUND
(N=52)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
Caucasian
Hispanic
Other
Total

39
5
2
46

2.36*
2.20
1.00*
2.28

.707
1.095
.000
.779

.113
.490
.000
.115

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Community College Teaching Experience
Scaled scores of distance learning administrator and online faculty classifications
of need for faculty development were utilized to conduct one-way ANOVAs. For the
purpose of statistical analyses, respondents’ classification rankings were used as the
dependent variables and gender was entered as the independent variable. Table 39
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presents the results for the analysis of administrators’ responses. Results from the
ANOVA tests indicated no statistical difference in administrator classifications of need
for faculty development for online teaching when years of teaching experience in the
community college is considered. Thus, the perceptual value of importance, as
determined by distance learning administrator responses, is not statistically significant
with regard for years of community college teaching experience.

TABLE 39
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- COMMUNITY COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE
(N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.121
.381

.317

.862

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.050
.237

.211

.928

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.500
.813

.615

.659

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.292
.359

.813

.536

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.537
.537

1.002

.437
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.187
.413

.454

.768

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

1.083
.574

1.886

.165

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.513
.380

1.349

.298

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

4
15
19

.096
.094

1.015

.431

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

When the ranking scores of professional development needs as identified by
online faculty were analyzed, the ANOVAs revealed a statistically significant difference
in relation to the skill area of library research skills (F=.03). The results of the analysis of
faculty ratings are detailed in Tables 40 and 41. The need for faculty training in the areas
of data analysis skills, planning and instructional design skills, collaboration/teamwork
skills, text layout and graphic design skills, technology operation and repair, managerial
skills, editing skills, and knowledge of online instruction techniques was not indicated as
statistically significantly different.
The post hoc Bonferroni and Scheffe tests of the ANOVA reveal the mean score
(3.0) for faculty respondents with 16 to 20 years of community college teaching shows a
low priority and was statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.38) for
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online faculty respondents with 1 to 5 years experience. Thus, faculty respondents
with16 to 20 years of community college teaching experience, more so than those with 1
to 5 years experience, perceived a low level need for faculty development related to
library research skills.

TABLE 40
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- COMMUNITY COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE
(N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.634
.311

2.037

.106

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
44
48

.058
.038

1.505

.217

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.032
.566

.057

.994

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
44
48

.810
.481

1.683

.171

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.808
.574

1.407

.248
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.712
.236

3.022

.028*

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.450
.679

.668

.621

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

4
43
47

.543
.321

1.693

.169

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

4
44
48

.000
.000

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

TABLE 41
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY
RANKINGS OF NEED FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- COMMUNITY COLLEGE
TEACHING EXPERIENCE (N=52)
Competency/Role
N
Mean
Standard Standard
Deviation
Error
Library Research Skills
1-5 Years
6-10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
21 Years or more
Total

16
12
4
9
7
48

2.38*
2.83
2.50
3.00*
2.57
2.65

Note: * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.
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.619
.389
.577
.000
.535
.526

.155
.112
.289
.000
.202
.076

Community College Online Teaching Experience
One-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether significant differences
based on years of online teaching experience existed in distance education administrator
and online faculty rankings of the need for faculty development within specific skill areas
for fully Web-based teaching. The classification rankings by respondents were used as
the dependent variables and scale scores for age were entered as the independent variable
in order to perform the analysis. The results for administrators and faculty, respectively,
are presented in Tables 42 and 43. Data output from the ANOVA tests indicated no
statistical difference for years of online teaching in a community as a factor in
respondents’ classifications of need for faculty development for online instruction.

TABLE 42
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ADMINISTRATOR RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- COMMUNITY COLLEGE ONLINE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=20)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.074
.384

.192

.827

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.475
.151

3.152

.074

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.568
.642

.885

.435
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.428
.351

1.220

.325

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.250
.527

.475

.632

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.295
.252

1.172

.338

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.616
.694

.888

.433

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.092
.525

.175

.841

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

2
14
16

.064
.117

.549

.589

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.
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TABLE 43
ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR ONLINE FACULTY RANKINGS OF NEED FOR
FACULTY DEVELOPMENT- COMMUNITY COLLEGE ONLINE TEACHING
EXPERIENCE (N=52)
Competency/Role
df
Mean
F
F
Square
Ratio
Probability
Data Analysis Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.132
.348

.380

.686

Planning and Instructional Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.012
.041

.296

.745

Collaboration/Teamwork Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.645
.515

1.251

.296

Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.351
.515

.680

.512

Technology Operation and Repair
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.219
.611

.359

.700

Library Research Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.564
.263

2.142

.129

Managerial Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.490
.667

.734

.485
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Competency/Role

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

F
Probability

Editing Skills
between groups
within groups
Total

2
45
47

.421
.336

1.251

.296

Knowledge of Online Instruction Techniques
between groups
within groups
Total

2
46
48

.000
.000

-

-

Note: df= Degrees of Freedom; * p<0.05; Not all respondents answered every survey item.

Findings of Research Question 8
Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional faculty development
needs do distance education faculty and administrators identify as essential for
teaching an online course?

Data for this research question was retrieved from respondents’ answer to survey
item 18. The data is narrative and no statistical analyses were performed. Some survey
respondents provided anecdotal comments to emphasize the importance of a listed
essential skill area for faculty development. For example, three respondents commented
that planning and organization were the utmost for the effective online instructor.
Another wrote that additional ideas for faculty development could be obtained from the
virtual campus on their institution’s Web site. Table 44 summarizes the
recommendations from distance education administrators and online faculty for
additional areas for faculty development. Four categories were established by the
researcher for grouping respondent comments – technology skills, planning and
organization skills, instructional strategies, and student assessment.
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TABLE 44
ADDITIONAL FACULTY DEVELOPMENT AREAS IDENTIFIED BY DISTANCE
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS (N=20) AND ONLINE FACULTY (N=52)
Additional Faculty Development Areas
Technology Skills
• Connecting new technologies to enhance the e-learning environment
• Knowledge of HTML and basic Web editing strategies
• Copy design and graphics fundamentals
• Technology resource availability (2)
• Copy editing
Planning and Organization Skills
• Time management for technologic course delivery
• Strategies for organization, attention to detail, and multi-tasking (4)
• Strategies for advanced planning (3)
Instructional Strategies
• Teacher vs. facilitator in the virtual world (2)
Student Assessment
• Classroom assessment techniques
• Learner assessments comparable to traditional classroom
Note: Not all respondents answered every survey item.

136

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Study
There is a growing realization that traditional teaching techniques do not engender
the same outcomes within the online classroom. Given that greater number of faculty are
beginning to teach in the online setting, extended efforts to identify requisite skills,
knowledge, roles, and competencies are needed (Thach & Murphy, 1995; Rockwell et al.,
2000; Williams, 2003). A compatible and definitive need has arisen for faculty
development and training to support the implementation of distance learning courses.
The present research study sought to capitalize on the expertise of distance education
administrators and online educators who teach in a community college setting to add to
the body of knowledge and literature in this area.
The primary purposes of the study were to explore the perceptions of distance
education administrators and faculty who teach online in the community college
regarding: (a) the relative importance of specific competencies (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) and roles for teaching online
courses, and (b) the need to acquire professional development that is supportive of these
competencies pre- and/or in-service. Faculty teaching mathematics or statistics
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were chosen based on the statistical data establishing a critical correlation between the
successful completion of postsecondary mathematics courses and eventual completion of
a degree (Adelman, 1996; Berry, 2003; Pankowski, 2004). The research study offers
important insight for appropriately training and effectively sustaining faculty for the
online teaching experience.
The first prong of the theoretical framework for the study acknowledged that core
competencies and roles—comprised of skills, knowledge, and attitudes—found in the
literature are needed to produce the desired outputs for the successful online learning
environment. The second prong for this study posits that core competencies are reflected
or organized into distinguishable faculty roles exhibited when teaching and in preparation
for teaching online course. It is this cyclical process for exhibiting specific instructional
roles that embodies the best practices for online instruction.

Research Question 1
How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the importance of core
competencies and roles identified in the literature (Goodyear et al., 2001;
Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003)?

According to distance education administrator survey respondents, the order of
importance of literature-based core competencies and roles for teaching an online course
were: 1. providing grades and feedback (75%), 2. facilitating to support student learning
(65%), 3. creating online assignments and tasks (45%), 4. facilitating understanding of
course content (30%), 5. making technology choices (30%), 6. providing learner
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engagement strategies (25%), 7. producing new and relevant knowledge (20%), 8.
soliciting feedback for course improvement (10%), and 9. securing facilities (5%).
With regard to the online faculty survey respondents, the resulting order of
importance for the core competencies and roles for teaching an online course was slightly
different in comparison to distance learning administrators. Providing grades and
feedback (68.6%), facilitating to support student learning (64.7%), creating online
assignments and tasks (58.8%), facilitating understanding of course content (51%), and
producing new and relevant knowledge (27.5%) were identified as the top five core
competencies and roles, in order of importance. Providing learner engagement strategies
(10.1%), making technology choices (7.8%), soliciting feedback for course improvement
(3.9%), and securing facilities (2%) completed the sixth through ninth place faculty
rankings of core competencies and roles in order.
Based upon all survey respondents, the overall rank order of importance of the
core competencies and roles for teaching an online course was:
1. Providing Grades and Feedback (69%)
2. Facilitating to Support Student Learning (64%)
3. Creating Online Assignments and Tasks (54%)
4. Facilitating Understanding of Course Content (44%)
5. Consistent Production of New and Relevant Knowledge (39%)
6. Providing Learner Engagement Strategies (19%)
7. Making Technology Choices (14%)
8. Soliciting Feedback for Course Improvement (6%)
9. Securing Facilities (3%)
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Research Question 2
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of competencies and
roles between distance education administrators and online faculty?

Interestingly, both distance education administrators and online faculty ranked 7
of 9 core competencies and roles at the same place-order level of importance: 1- provides
grades and feedback; 2- facilitates online learning activities that support student learning;
3- creation and design of online learning tasks and assignments; 4- attention to
facilitating learner’s growth in understanding of course content materials; 6- provides
learner with individual strategies to engage in the course at the highest level; 8- solicits
peer and student feedback for course improvement; and 9- secures facilities for face-toface orientations (if prescribed). The remaining two competencies – collaboration to
determine technological choices and consistent production of new and relevant
knowledge alternated between the fifth and seventh ranks for administrators and seventh
and fifth ranks for online faculty.
Of the two competencies receiving different place-order rankings by distance
learning administrator and online faculty respondents, collaboration to determine
technology choices was the only core competency and role where the perceived
classification value was significantly different between administrators and faculty. Only
7.8% of faculty indicated making technology choices as a high priority to teaching an
online course; whereas, 30% of administrators identified it as an important role. Distance
education administrators, more so than faculty, perceive making technology choices to be
one of their top three priorities for teaching a fully Web-based course.
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Research Question 3
Is there a significant difference in the perceived rankings of specific competencies
and roles between distance education administrators and faculty based upon
varying demographic characteristics (gender, age, ethnic background, years of
teaching experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in
community college)?

Gender
Based upon the perceived classification value for core competencies and roles for
teaching an online course, a statistically significant difference with gender as the factor
existed in only one competency area for distance education administrators – securing
facilities (F=.03). Although this competency was ranked solidly by administrators and
faculty as the least important priority for teaching an online course, male administrators,
more frequently than females, selected a higher classification value. The mean score
(2.50) for the men indicates a higher level of importance for securing facilities than the
mean score (3.0) for women.
Likewise, a statistically significant difference only existed in one competency
area - consistent production of new and relevant knowledge (F=.01) - based upon online
faculty perceptions of the importance of specific core competencies and roles when
gender was considered. The mean score (1.74) for male respondents shows a higher
ranking frequency than the mean score (2.32) for female respondents. Therefore, male
faculty teaching an online course were more likely than their female colleagues to assign
a higher priority ranking to the consistent production of new and relevant knowledge as a
core competency and role for teaching a fully Web-based course.
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Age
Based upon the perceived classification value for core competencies and roles for
teaching an online course, a statistically significant difference with age as the factor
existed in only one competency area for distance education administrators – facilitate
understanding of course content (F=.03). With a mean score of 1.00, distance education
administrators between the ages of 33 and 40 assigned a higher ranking to facilitating
understanding of course content which was statistically significantly different from the
mean score (2.50) for administrator respondents between the ages of 49 and 55. The
youngest group within the administrator respondents, in contrast to those between 49 and
55 years old, perceived facilitate understanding of course content as an important role
more frequently.
No statistically significant differences were observed in rankings of core
competencies and roles for the faculty respondents when age was considered.
Apparently, age of the faculty member did not influence perceived classifications of core
competencies and roles for teaching an online course.

Ethnic Background
There was no statistically significant difference revealed in perceived
classifications of core competencies and roles for the administrator respondents when
ethnicity was a factor. Therefore, the level of importance indicated for core
competencies and roles when teaching a fully Web-based course was not demonstrably
influenced by racial background in relation to distance learning administrators.
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With regard to faculty respondents, though, the data indicates ethnicity influenced
respondent’s perceived classification for three of the nine core competencies and roles –
provide learner engagement strategies (F=.00), grades and feedback (F=.00), and create
online assignments and tasks (F=.01). For example, the mean score (1.20) for Hispanic
respondents reflects a higher priority for providing the learner engagement strategies and
was statistically significantly different than the mean score (2.15) for Caucasians and the
mean score (2.33) for respondents who selected Other as their ethnic classification.
Hispanic faculty respondents, more often than Caucasian and Other, selected providing
strategies for learner engagement as a primary component of effective online instruction.
When ethnicity was considered in relation to grades and feedback while teaching
an online course, post hoc tests reveal the mean score (3.0) for faculty respondents who
self-selected Other as ethnicity showed a lower priority ranking and was statistically
significantly different from the mean score (1.34) for Caucasians and the mean score
(1.40) for Hispanics. More so than Caucasian and Hispanic respondents, respondents
noting an Other ethnic designation did not rank grades and feedback as an important core
competency for online instruction. In fact, the data analysis reveals Other faculty
classified grades and feedback as a low priority when teaching a fully Web-based class.
In the case of perceived importance for creating online tasks and assignments,
the data analysis presents the mean score (1.51) for Caucasian faculty respondents was
statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.60) for Hispanic faculty
respondents. Caucasian respondents, more so than Hispanic respondents, ranked creating
online tasks and assignments with a higher degree of importance for online teaching;
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whereas, Hispanic faculty respondents more frequently assigned creating online tasks and
assignments a low priority rating.

Community College Teaching Experience
For distance education administrators, a statistically significant difference was
identified in only one of the nine core competencies and roles - facilitate to support
student learning (F=.00) - when years of community college teaching experience as
considered. The mean score (1.00) for respondents with 11 to 15 years along with the
mean score (1.00) for respondents with 16 to 20 years indicated unwavering high priority
and was statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.50) for respondents
with 21 or more years community college teaching experience. Thus, for distance
education administrator respondents with 11 to 20 years of community college teaching
experience, more so than distance education administrator respondents with 21 or more
years, the ability to facilitate to support student learning was unequivocally a primary role
when engaged in online course delivery.
In the case of online faculty when years of community college teaching
experience was a factor, the data presented a statistically significant difference for the
same core competency and role as for the distance education administrator respondents facilitate to support student learning (F=.03). Online faculty respondents with 1 to 5
years experience attached greater importance to facilitate to support student learning as a
core competency and role for teaching a Web-based class than faculty respondents with 6
to 10 years experience. The mean score (1.06) for online faculty respondents with 1 to 5
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years supports a more consistent high priority ranking and was statistically significantly
different from the mean score (1.69) for respondents with 6 to 10 years.

Community College Online Teaching Experience
With regard to distance education administrators and considering years of
community college online teaching experience, a statistically significant difference was
identified in two of nine core competencies and roles – grades and feedback (F=.00) and
solicit feedback on course (F=.00). For distance education administrator respondents
with 3-5 years community college online teaching experience, the mean score (1.00)
indicated solely high priority rankings and was statistically significantly different from
the mean score (2.00) for respondents with 6 or more years community college online
teaching experience. Thus, distance education administrator respondents with Medium
level community college online teaching experience, more so than distance education
administrator respondents with a High experience level, classified grades and feedback as
a central function for online instruction.
In relation to the competency solicit feedback on course, the mean score (1.00) for
distance education administrator respondents with 6 or more years online teaching and
the mean score (1.80) for respondents with 1 to 2 years online teaching indicated higher
priority and was statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.73) for
administrator respondents with 3 to 5 years community college online teaching
experience. Distance education administrator respondents with 6 or more years
community college online teaching experience constantly ranked feedback on the course
as a high priority. Administrator respondents 1 to 2 years community college online
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teaching experience ranked the same competency with greater importance than distance
education administrator respondents with 3 to 5 years who tended to indicate low level
importance to soliciting feedback for course improvement.
There were, however, no statistically significant differences for online faculty
scale score classifications for the core competencies and roles when years of community
college online teaching experience was considered. Thus, the perceived values of
importance for the core competencies and roles were not demonstrably different for
online faculty based upon years of online teaching experience for a community college.

Research Question 4
Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional competencies and roles
do distance education administrators and faculty identify as essential for teaching
an online course?

Both distance education administrators and online faculty survey respondents
provided suggestions, recommendations, and general comments about additional core
competencies and roles that are essential for teaching a fully Web-based course. The
researcher organized this narrative information into five categorical headings: 1.
Facilitate student technology skills; 2. Provide in-time feedback and direction; 3. Foster
student engagement; 4. Student assessment; and, 5. Maintain course integrity. However,
the researcher determined that four of the five headings duplicated content already
captured conceptually within the nine core competencies and roles emphasized within the
study. Only one additional core competencies and role, then, is purported here as critical
to the online instructor - maintain course integrity.
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Research Question 5
How do distance education administrators and faculty who teach online in the
Florida Community College System (FCCS) rank the need for faculty
development to support critical skill sets identified in the literature (Goodyear et
al., 2001; Pankowski, 2004; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003) for
effective online instruction?

According to distance education administrator survey respondents, the composite
rank order of importance for specific need areas for faculty development to support
online teaching were: 1. Knowledge of distance education instructional techniques
(90%); 2. Planning and instructional design skills (75%); 3. Collaboration/teamwork
skills (55%); 4. Managerial skills (30%); 5. Technology operation and hardware repair
skills (15%); 6. Text layout and graphic design skills (10%); 7. Editing skills (10%); 8.
Library research skills (5%); and, 9. Securing facilities (5%).
With regard to the online faculty survey respondents, the resulting order of
importance for the need for faculty development to support teaching an online course was
different and varied in comparison to distance learning administrators. Knowledge of
distance education instructional strategies (100.0%), planning and instructional design
skills (95.9%), managerial skills (33.3%), collaboration/teamwork skills (20.8%), and
technology operation and hardware repair (18.8%) were the top five areas, respectively,
designated for professional development training. Text layout and graphic design
(14.3%), editing skills (10.4%), data analysis skills (4.2%), and library research skills
complete the sixth through ninth prioritizations in order.
Based upon all survey respondents, the overall rank order of importance of the
skill areas needed for faculty development in order to enhance online instruction were:
1. Knowledge of Distance Education Instructional Techniques (93%)

147

2. Planning and Instructional Design Skills (86%)
3. Managerial Skills (31%)
4. Collaboration/Teamwork Skills (29%)
5. Technology Operation and Hardware Repair Skills (17%)
6. Text Layout and Graphic Design Skills (13%)
7. Editing Skills (10%)
8. Data Analysis Skills (4%)
9. Library Research Skills (3%)

Research Question 6
Is there a significant difference in the perceived ranking of need for professional
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty?

Distance education administrators and online faculty ranked five of the nine
critical skills at the same level of importance with regard to need for faculty
development: 1- Knowledge of distance education instructional techniques; 2- Planning
and instructional design skills; 5- Technology operation and hardware repair skills; 6Text layout and graphic design skills; and, 7- Editing skills. By contrast, distance
education administrators ranked collaboration/teamwork skills third in order of
importance, while online faculty ranked the same skill fourth. Managerial skills were
ranked fourth in importance for administrators and third for faculty. A comparable
reversal of order was recorded for library research skills – eighth in order for
administrators and ninth for faculty – and data analysis skills – ninth in order for distance
education administrators and eighth for online faculty.
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There was a statistically significant difference in three of the nine rankings for
faculty development needs – Knowledge of Distance Education Instructional Techniques
(p=.03), Planning and Instructional Design Skills (p=.00), and Collaboration/Teamwork
Skills (p=.02). Of the 49 online faculty who responded to this survey item, 49 (100.0%)
indicated that knowledge of distance education instructional techniques as the area of
greatest need for professional development training to enhance online instruction. Of the
20 distance learning administrator respondents, 18 (90.0%) checked knowledge of
distance education instructional techniques as the number one priority for faculty
development in online instruction. There was a significant difference between the
proportion of online faculty and distance administrators who selected knowledge of
distance education instructional techniques as the most important skill area for faculty
development in online teaching.
Likewise, 47 (95.9%) online faculty rated planning and instruction design skills as
having the second highest priority for professional development related to teaching an
online course. Fifteen (75.0%) distance learning administrators chose planning and
instructional design skills as their second priority for faculty development training.
Online faculty were significantly more likely to select planning and instructional design
skills as an important priority for training than distance learning administrators.
A smaller percentage of online faculty (20.8%), however, than distance education
administrators (55%) chose collaboration/teamwork skills as an important area for
professional development. Online faculty were significantly less likely to select faculty
development training related to collaboration/teamwork skills than distance education
administrators when teaching a fully Web-based course.
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Research Question 7
Is there a significant difference in the perceived ranking of need for faculty
development for specific skill sets between distance education administrators and
faculty based upon varying demographic characteristics (years teaching
experience in community college, years of online teaching experience in
community college, gender, age)?

Gender
Based on the analysis of the data, no statistical differences associated with gender
were observed in classifications by distance education administrators or online faculty of
the need for faculty development to support online teaching. Thus, the perceptual value
of importance, as determined by administrator and faculty responses, is statistically
insignificant between males and females for both groups. Gender did not influence
administrator or faculty perceptions of importance with regard to specific skills to be
targeted through professional development.

Age
No statistically significant differences were observed for distance education
administrators or online faculty for age as a factor in respondents’ classifications of need
for faculty development for online instruction. Respondents’ prioritized indications of
skill areas needing training through faculty development were apparently not influenced
by age.

Ethnic Background
When ethnic background was regarded for distance education administrators, a
statistically significant difference was identified in only one of the nine skills areas for
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faculty development - text layout and graphic design skills (F=.05). The mean score (1.0)
for distance education administrators of American Indian or Native Alaskan descent
revealed a greater need and was statistically significantly different from the mean score
(2.22) for administrators of Caucasian descent. Thus, respondents of American Indian or
Native Alaskan ethnic background were more likely than Caucasian administrator
respondents to rate text layout and design skills as a very important area for faculty
development to enhance online courses.
Based on the data analysis, a statistically significant difference was observed
when ethnic background was considered in online faculty ranking of the need for faculty
development for one of the nine skill areas - technology operation and hardware repair
(F=.05). The mean score (1.0) for faculty respondents who indicated Other for ethnicity
established an unwavering high priority score and was statistically significantly different
than the mean score (2.36) for Caucasian respondents. Online faculty respondents who
indicate Other as their ethnic background, then, were more likely than Caucasian faculty
respondents to identify an important need for faculty development training related to
technology operation and hardware repair.

Community College Teaching Experience
Based on the analysis of the data, no statistical differences existed when
community college teaching experience was considered in administrator classifications of
the need for faculty development for online education. Therefore, the perceptual value of
importance, as determined by distance learning administrator responses, is not
statistically significant. Years of community college teaching experience had no apparent
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influence on distance education administrator classifications of need for faculty
development.
When the ranking scores for professional development needs as identified by
online faculty were analyzed, the data analysis revealed a statistically significant
difference in relation to the skill area of library research skills (F=.03). The mean score
(3.0) for faculty respondents with 16 to 20 years of community college teaching shows a
low priority and was statistically significantly different from the mean score (2.38) for
online faculty respondents with 1 to 5 years experience. Online faculty respondents
with16 to 20 years of community college teaching experience, more so than those with
1to 5 years experience, perceived library research skills at a low level need for faculty
development for the purpose of strengthening Web-based instruction.

Community College Online Teaching Experience
No statistically significant differences were observed for distance education
administrators or online faculty with community college online teaching experience as a
factor in respondents’ classifications of need for faculty development for online
instruction. Respondents’ prioritized indications of skill areas needing training through
faculty development were apparently not influenced by years of online teaching
experience at a community college.
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Research Question 8
Beyond those provided by the researcher, what additional faculty development
needs do distance education faculty and administrators identify as essential for
teaching an online course?

Both distance education administrators and online faculty survey respondents
provided suggestions, recommendations, and general comments about additional faculty
development needs that are critical for teaching online courses. The researcher organized
this narrative information into four categorical headings: 1. Technology skills; 2.
Planning and organization skills; 3. Instructional strategies; and, 4. Student assessment.
However, the researcher determined that three of the four headings duplicated content
already captured conceptually within the nine skill areas emphasized within the study.
Only one additional area for faculty development, then, is offered as a targeted need for
faculty development to support online instruction – student assessment.
It is important to note that the categorical headings are broad in nature. Specific
skills or competencies that can be associated with the broad classifications are numerous.
There may be a critical need for faculty development within many of these more
specialized task-oriented descriptors.

Conclusions
Based upon the findings of this study, the following conclusions were formulated:
1. It was concluded that the perceptions of importance relative to core
competencies and roles when teaching an online course are similar for distance education
administrators and online faculty teaching in a community college.
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2. It was concluded that providing grades and feedback, facilitating online
activities to support learning, and creation of online assignments and tasks were
perceived to be the most important competencies and roles for online instruction.
3. It was concluded that soliciting feedback for course improvement and securing
facilities were perceived to be the least important competencies for teaching a fully Webbased course.
4. It was concluded that distance education administrators assigned greater
importance to the selection of technology for online learning than faculty.
5. It was concluded that although the perceived importance of core competencies
and roles for teaching online were similar for distance education administrators and
online faculty, the levels of importance for each competency and role varied within each
group based upon gender, age, ethnicity, years of community college teaching
experience, and years of online community college teaching experience.
A. It was concluded that gender influenced distance education
administrators’ perceptions of importance. Male administrators gave higher
priority to securing facilities than female distance education administrators.
B. It was concluded that gender influenced online faculty perceptions of
importance. Male faculty, more so than female faculty, viewed greater relevance
for production of new and relevant knowledge as competency.
C. It was concluded that respondent age influenced distance education
administrators’ perceptions of importance. Administrators between the ages of 30
and 40, more so than distance administrators between 49 and 55 years old,
consider facilitating to understand course content a high priority competency.
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D. It was concluded that ethnicity impacted online faculty perceptions of
importance. Hispanic faculty, more so than Caucasian or Other, perceived
providing strategies for learner engagement to be an important competency.
Other faculty, more so than Hispanic or Caucasian, viewed providing grades and
feedback as low priority. Caucasian respondents, more often than Hispanics,
ranked creating online tasks and assignments as a high priority.
E. It was concluded that years of community college teaching experience
influenced distance education administrator perceptions of performance.
Administrator respondents with 11 to 20 years experience, more frequently than
those with 21 or more years experience, selected facilitate to support student
learning as an important core competency and role.
F. It was concluded that years of community college teaching experience
influenced online faculty perceptions of importance. Faculty respondents with 1
to 5 years experience perceived greater importance to facilitate so support student
learning than respondents with 6 to 10 years experience.
G. It was concluded that years of online community college teaching
experience influenced distance education administrator perceptions of importance.
Distance education administrators with 3-5 years online teaching experience,
more so than those with 6 or more years experience, viewed grades and feedback
as high priority for teaching an online course. Distance administrator respondents
with 6 or more years and 1-2 years, respectively, more frequently than those with
3-5 years, ranked solicit feedback for course improvement as an important role
when teaching online.
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6. It was concluded that the perceptions of need relative to critical skills for
faculty development when teaching an online course varied between distance education
administrators and online faculty teaching in a community college.
A. It was concluded that online faculty were more likely than distance
education administrators to identify knowledge of distance education instructional
techniques as an important priority for faculty development.
B. It was concluded that concluded that online faculty were more likely
than distance education administrators to view planning and instructional design
skills as a high priority for faculty development.
C. It was concluded that distance education administrators were more
likely than online faculty to perceive collaboration/teamwork skills as an
important area for professional development to implement a Web-based course.
7. It was concluded that knowledge of distance education instructional techniques
and planning and instructional design skills were perceived to be the most important
needs for faculty development to support online instruction.
8. It was concluded that data analysis skills and library research skills were
perceived to be the least important training needs for teaching a fully Web-based course.
9. It was concluded that the perceived importance of need relative to critical
skills for faculty development when teaching an online course varied within the group
designation – distance education administrator and online faculty – based upon ethnicity,
years of community college teaching experience, and years of online community college
teaching experience.
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A. It was concluded that ethnicity influenced distance education
administrators perceptions of need for faculty development. Administrator
respondents of American Indian or Native Alaskan descent, more so than
Caucasian administrators, rated text layout and design skills as a high priority for
faculty development.
B. It was concluded that ethnicity influenced online faculty perceptions of
need for faculty development. Faculty respondents who self-indicated Other for
ethnicity were more likely than Caucasian faculty to identify and important need
for faculty development training related to technology operation and hardware
repair.
C. It was concluded that years of community college teaching experience
influenced online faculty perceptions of need for faculty development. Faculty
respondents with 16-20 years experience, more so than those with 1-5 years
experience, perceived the need for training in library research skills to be a low
priority.
10. It was concluded that neither gender nor age had any bearing on distance
education administrator and online faculty perceptions of the need for faculty
development to support online instruction.

Implications and Recommendations for Practice
An identified limitation of the study is the ability to make broad recommendations
for practice beyond the scope of the research population. The number of participants
simply does not provide for broad generalizations. Nonetheless, there are consistencies
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within the results of the research that are worth noting and are beneficial as foundation
knowledge when implementing online education.
In the review of literature, the researcher established focal core competencies and
roles for distance education that would serve as the foundation for this study. It was
believed that the Florida Community College System was effectively engaged in the
implementation of online courses, particularly in the area of mathematics. It was also
believed that prioritization of core competencies and roles would inform the need for
areas of faculty development to support and enhance online learning. The results of the
study confirm implementation of distance education by all community colleges in
Florida, with a majority (82%) offering online math courses. The results also delineate a
consistent hierarchical order of importance for core competencies and roles when
teaching an online course. However, the order of importance of these competencies is
not directly correlated with the priority order of needs for faculty development. The
needs identified for faculty development appeared to be a reflection of institution-specific
factors.
As a result of this research, then, the following recommendations are made:
1. Community colleges should utilize the nine identified core competencies and
roles as a guide for the selection of distance education staff, keeping in mind that
the higher priorities are associated with faculty and student interaction.
2. Community college training should use the competencies and roles identified here
as a foundation and tailor institution-specific training to the local environment and
desired student learning outcomes.
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3. Distance education trainers and administrators should note the significant
importance attached to gaining knowledge of distance education instructional
techniques as well as planning and instructional design skills, emphasizing the
importance of targeting these two areas in pre-service training for online faculty.
4. Community college should employ strategic initiatives to encourage interest and
engagement in online instruction by males and ethnic minorities.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study has attempted to identify the perceptions of distance education
administrators and online faculty in a community college setting with regard to the
importance of core competencies and roles when teaching an online course as well as the
need for faculty development to support those competencies. The following items are
suggested for future research:
1. A follow-up study with each group could be conducted to determine the specific
strategies and/or techniques within the competencies and roles are most beneficial
to online instruction.
2. A follow-up study could be conducted to isolate specific factors within the top
three to five core competencies and roles that may be adapted to formulate a five
year faculty training plan.
3. A follow study could be conducted to identify specific techniques and strategies
within faculty development that are compatible to the top three high priority skill
set for online instruction.
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4. The findings of the study reveal differences in the perceptions for specific core
competencies of distance education administrators based upon gender, age, years
of community college experience, and years of online community college
experience. Further research is needed to isolate factors that contributed to the
differences identified.
5. A duplicate study could be conducted by varying the faculty subject area, the
institution type, geographic location, or levels of accreditation. Further research is
needed to determine whether significant differences may exist.
6. The ethnic minority representation within the distance education administrator
sample was just above 5%, and it was 10% among the online faculty. Further
research is needed to analyze the factors contributing to overall underrepresentation of ethnic minorities, particularly African-Americans.
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Coding is only for the purpose of follow-up.

Survey of Competencies for Teaching an Online Course

You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this project.
Please return the completed survey in the enclosed self-addressed,
stamped envelope.

Demographic Information
Please answer each question. When applicable, mark (×) the box (
the appropriate response.

) corresponding to

1. What is your gender?
Male
Female
2. What is your age? _______________
3. What is your race/ethnicity?
African American or Black

American Indian/Native Alaskan

Asian/Pacific Islander

Caucasian

Hispanic

Other, please specify__________

4. How many years do you have of teaching experience in a community college?
___________
5. How many years do you have of online teaching experience in a community college?
___________
Institutional Setting
Please answer each question. When applicable, mark (×) the box () corresponding to the
appropriate response.
6. Does your institution have multiple campuses? __________ If yes, how many?
__________
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7. Which department or unit at your institution is responsible for Web course
development?
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center

Other, please specify__________

8. Which department or unit at your institution is responsible for Web course technical
support?
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center

Other, please specify__________

9. Which department or unit at your institution is responsible for Web course faculty
training?
Distance Learning
Institutional Technology
Teaching and Learning Center

Other, please specify__________

10. Does your institution have a comprehensive training plan or procedure for faculty
who are interested in teaching Web courses?
Yes
No
Not Sure
Don’t Know
Comments:

Online Teaching Competencies and Roles
The following statements are repeatedly identified in research and literature as primary
in-service roles and competencies for faculty teaching an online course.
A. Facilitating online activities that support student learning
B. Providing learners with individual or private strategies for engaging in the
course at the highest level
C. Providing grades, feedback, and validation of the learner’s work
D. The consistent production of new, relevant knowledge to the content area(s)
being taught
E. Directed attention to facilitating the learner’s ability and growth in
understanding of course content materials
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F. Making or determining collaboratively the technological choices that improve
the learning environment for students
G. The creation and design of online learning tasks and assignments
H. Soliciting student and peer feedback for the purposes of course improvement
I. Securing physical sites for face-to-face orientations (if prescribed)
Please rank order these statements in sets of three to indicate your high, medium, and
low priority for these tasks when teaching an online course. Insert the
letter(A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H, or I) for the corresponding statement from above. Use each
letter only once.
Pick Three
11. High Priority

Pick Three
12. Medium Priority

Pick Three
13. Low Priority

Please answer the following question.
14. Are there additional competencies and roles that you consider primary while teaching
online?

Faculty Development for Teaching Online

The following skills areas are repeatedly identified in research and literature as critical
topics for faculty development for persons teaching an online course.
A. Data analysis skills
B. Planning/instructional design skills
C. Collaboration/teamwork skills
D. Text layout skills/graphic design skills
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E. Technology operation/hardware repair skills
F. Library research skills
G. Managerial skills
H. Editing skills
I. Knowledge of distance learning instructional techniques
Please rank order these skills in sets of three to indicate your high, medium, and low
priority need for faculty development in that area that will support and enhance your
online instruction. Insert the letter(A,B,C,D,E,F,G,H, or I) for the corresponding
statement from above. Use each letter only once.

Pick Three
15. High Priority

Pick Three
16. Medium Priority

Pick Three
17. Low Priority

Please answer the following question.
18. Are there additional skills areas that you consider a critical need for faculty
development while teaching online?

Please mark (×) the box (
questions.

) corresponding to the appropriate response to the following

19. In-service faculty development training is important for improving and maintaining
online teaching.
Yes
No
Not Sure
Don’t Know
Comments:
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20. In-service faculty development training related to online teaching is available at your
college.
Yes
No
Not Sure
Don’t Know
Comments:

21. The amount of in-service faculty development training related to online teaching at
your college is sufficient.
Yes
No
Not Sure
Don’t Know
Comments:

22. How many hours have you had of in-service training related to teaching online?
0-3 hours
4-8 hours
9-13 hours
14-18 hours 19 or more

23. How many hours of training did you obtain before teaching your first online course?
0-3 hours
4-8 hours
9-13 hours
14-18 hours 19 or more

Thank you for completing this survey!
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February 2006
Dear

:

My name is Falecia D. Williams, and I am a doctoral student in the College of Education at the
University of Central Florida, Orlando. Currently, I am completing my dissertation research
through a quantitative study under the supervision of my faculty supervisor and doctoral advisor,
Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan, Associate Professor, Education Studies in the College of Education.
My research involves a survey of distance learning educators [both faculty and administrators] in
these areas: (a) organization of distance education within the institution; (b) rating of in-service
roles and competencies exhibited by effective online educators; and (c) the identification of
specific in-service faculty development needed to support and enhance these identified roles and
competencies.
Based on a review of the Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC) Website, or your
institution website, you are identified as a distance-learning administrator or a distance education
faculty currently teaching an online course in mathematics or statistics at one of the 28
institutions in the Florida Community College system (FCCS). As such, your perceptions and
experiences regarding online education and faculty competencies, roles, training, and professional
development are very important. I would greatly appreciate your assistance in this research
endeavor.
Please take 10 – 15 minutes to complete the enclosed survey instrument. Your honest feedback
in completion of the survey is vital to the study. If in the process of completing the survey you
cannot give an accurate answer or are unsure of the response, please leave that question blank
rather than give erroneous information. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your
convenience to return the responses to me.
You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this study. Your participation in this study
implies your consent to participate. Please retain this statement for your records. There are no
known risks, direct benefits, or compensation to participants. Your participation is voluntary.
You are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation in the project at any time
without consequence. Responses to demographic questions and personal identifiers are strictly
collected for possible follow-up purposes only and will remain confidential.
The results of this survey will be analyzed and published in the final dissertation scheduled for
completion in April 2006. Again, your identity will remain anonymous. If you have any
questions regarding this research, please contact me by phone at (407) 748-8663 or e-mail at
fawilliams@valenciacc.edu or my doctoral advisor, Dr. Kaplan by phone at (407) 823-2041 or email at jkaplan@mail.ucf.edu. Questions or concerns regarding research participants’ rights may
be directed to the UCFIRB Office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando
Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, FL 32826. The phone number is
(407) 823-2901.
Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Falecia D. Williams, Doctoral Student
Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan, Doctoral Advisor
To be useful, your response must be received by ________________. Thank you for your
participation in this important research study involving distance learning in the community
college.
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January 2006
Dear :
My name is Falecia D. Williams, and I am a doctoral student in the College of Education at the
University of Central Florida, Orlando. Currently, I am completing my dissertation research
through a quantitative study under the supervision of my faculty supervisor and doctoral advisor,
Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan, Associate Professor, Education Studies in the College of Education.
My research involves a survey of distance learning educators [both faculty and administrators] in
these areas: (a) organization of distance education within the institution; (b) rating of in-service
roles and competencies exhibited by effective online educators; and (c) the identification of
specific in-service faculty development needed to support and enhance these identified roles and
competencies.
Your institution has been identified as one of the 28 institutions in the Florida Community
College system (FCCS) that is an active member of the Florida Distance Learning Consortium
(FDLC). As such, the perceptions and experiences of your FDLC administrative representative
and faculty teaching mathematics and statistics online during the current fall term regarding
online education and faculty competencies, roles, training, and professional development are vital
to this study. I have enclosed a copy of the survey instrument to review and keep for your
records.
I would greatly appreciate your assistance in this endeavor by signing the Institutional Permission
Form, thereby granting permission, on behalf of your institution, for me to survey the specified
distance learning educators. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your
convenience to return the signed Institution Permission Form to me. A second copy is included
for you to retain for your records.
Participants must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this research. Participation in this
study implies consent to participate on the part of the participant. There are no known risks,
direct benefits, or compensation to participants. Participation is voluntary. Participants are free
to withdraw their consent and to discontinue participation in the project at any time without
consequence. Responses to demographic questions and personal identifiers are strictly collected
for possible follow-up purposes only and will remain confidential.
The results of this survey will be published within the final dissertation scheduled for completion
in April 2006. Institutional and individual identity will remain confidential. If you have any
questions regarding this research, please contact me by phone at (407) 748-8663 or e-mail at
fawilliams@valenciacc.edu or my doctoral advisor, Dr. Kaplan by phone at (407) 823-2041 or email at jkaplan@mail.ucf.edu. Questions or concerns regarding research participants’ rights may
be directed to the UCFIRB Office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando
Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, FL 32826. The phone number is
(407) 823-2901.
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

Falecia D. Williams
Doctoral Student

Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan
Doctoral Advisor
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Institution Permission Form
Please sign and date this permission form in the appropriate area to indicate approval for
participation by your institution and return it in the enclosed postage paid, addressed envelope. A
second copy is enclosed for your records. By signing this form, you give me permission to report
institutional responses in the final dissertation manuscript, research report, and/or potential
articles for publication that may report and disseminate the findings of this research. Institutional
and individual identity will remain confidential.
To be useful, your response must be received by ________________. Thank you for your
participation in this important research study involving distance learning in the community
college.
_____ I have read the informed consent described above for the Online
Learning and Faculty Competency study.
_____ I voluntarily grant permission for my institution to participate in the study.
_____ I am 18 years of age or older.
Institution Name (Please print)
____________________________________________________
Administrator Granting Consent Name (Please print.)
____________________________________________________
Administrator Signature

Date

__________________________________

________________________
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January 2006
Dear :
My name is Falecia D. Williams, and I am a doctoral student in the College of Education at the
University of Central Florida, Orlando. Currently, I am completing my dissertation research
through a quantitative study under the supervision of my faculty supervisor and doctoral advisor,
Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan, Associate Professor, Education Studies in the College of Education.
My research involves a survey of distance learning educators [both faculty and administrators] in
these areas: (a) organization of distance education within the institution; (b) rating of in-service
roles and competencies exhibited by effective online educators; and (c) the identification of
specific in-service faculty development needed to support and enhance these identified roles and
competencies.
Prior to engaging in my primary research, I am conducting a pilot test of the survey instrument.
Based on a review of the Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC) Website, or your
institution website, you are identified as a distance education faculty currently teaching an online
course in education or student life skills at one of the 28 institutions in the Florida Community
College system (FCCS). As such, your perceptions and experiences regarding online education
and faculty competencies, roles, training, and professional development are very important. I
would greatly appreciate your assistance in this pilot study
Please take 10 – 15 minutes to complete the enclosed survey instrument. Your honest feedback
in completion of the survey is important. If in the process of completing the survey you cannot
give an accurate answer or are unsure of the response, please leave that question blank rather than
give erroneous information. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your
convenience to return the responses to me.
You must be at least 18 years of age to participate in this pilot study. Your participation in this
study implies your consent to participate. Please retain this statement for your records. There are
no known risks, direct benefits, or compensation to participants. Your participation is voluntary.
You are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation in the project at any time
without consequence. Responses to demographic questions and personal identifiers are strictly
collected for possible follow-up purposes only and will remain confidential.
The results of this survey will not be published within the final dissertation scheduled for
completion in April 2006. If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me by
phone at (407) 748-8663 or e-mail at fawilliams@valenciacc.edu or my doctoral advisor, Dr.
Kaplan by phone at (407) 823-2041 or e-mail at jkaplan@mail.ucf.edu. Questions or concerns
regarding research participants’ rights may be directed to the UCFIRB Office, University of
Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207,
Orlando, FL 32826. The phone number is (407) 823-2901.
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

Falecia D. Williams
Dr. Jeffrey S. Kaplan
Doctoral Student
Doctoral Advisor
To be useful for analysis, your response must be received by ________________. Thank you for
your participation in this important research study involving distance learning in the community
college.
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September 2005

Dear :
My name is Falecia D. Williams, and I am a doctoral student in the College of Education
at the University of Central Florida, Orlando. Currently, I am completing my dissertation
research through a quantitative study under the supervision of my faculty supervisor and
doctoral advisor, Dr. Ruby Evans, Associate Professor, Higher Education and Policy
Studies and Program Coordinator for the Community College Specialization.
My research involves a survey of distance learning educators [both faculty and
administrators] in these areas: (a) organization of distance education within the
institution; (b) rating of in-service roles and competencies exhibited by effective online
educators; and (c) the identification of specific in-service faculty development needed to
support and enhance these identified roles and competencies.
In order to validate the survey instrument, I am asking those who are familiar with online
education and faculty competencies to critique it. Please review the enclosed survey
instrument. Based on your review of the instrument itself, respond to the “Feedback
About the Survey” questionnaire. It is not necessary for you to complete the survey
instrument. Your honest feedback regarding the content and construction of the survey is
vital to the study. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience.
The results of this survey will be analyzed and published in the final dissertation
scheduled for completion in April 2006. Again, your identity will remain confidential. If
you have any questions regarding this research, please contact me by phone at (407) 7488663 or e-mail at fawilliams@valenciacc.edu or my doctoral advisor, Dr. Ruby Evans by
phone at (407) 823-2041 or e-mail at revans@mail.ucf.edu.
I truly appreciate you taking time away from your busy schedule to prepare your
comments and support the work of my dissertation.
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

Falecia D. Williams, Doctoral Student

Dr. Ruby Evans, Doctoral Advisor
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FEEDBACK ABOUT THE SURVEY
1. Are the instructions clear? Does the title of the survey capture the salience of the
research issue?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
2. Is the language related to online teaching and faculty competencies easily
comprehensible?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
3. Please read the survey carefully. Comment on specific questions that are vague or
present issues related to readability and clarity.
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
4. Survey length and format are noted as a factors affecting survey response rate. Could
the current survey length and/or format adversely affect respondents’ rate of return?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
5. What recommendations and suggestions do you have for improving this survey
instrument?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE.
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Falecia Williams

WilliamsFalecia_Doctoral Survey

Greetings,
As a distance education professor, it's not to late for you to return the Survey of
Competencies for Teaching Online. I would truly appreciate your participation in my doctoral
research study through the University of Central Florida on distance education within the
Florida Community College System. In order for this important research to have the highest
degree of representation possible, I need your input!
Please return your form today.
If you have any questions regarding the study or the survey you received last week, feel free
to contact me.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. I look forward to opening your
response in the mail very soon.
Kind regards,

Falecia D. Williams
Director, College Transition Programs
Valencia Community College
P.O. Box 3028
Mail Code 4-40
Orlando, Florida 32802
fawilliams@valencia.cc.fl.us
(407) 582-1810 phone
(407) 582-1138 fax
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Falecia Williams

WilliamsFalecia_Distance Education Doctoral Study

Greetings,
Two weeks ago you should have received a direct mail communication from me
regarding a pilot study to test the survey instrument for use during my doctoral research study
on distance education in the Florida Community College System (FCCS). I would greatly
appreciate your assistance in this endeavor by returning the survey that was forwarded to you
earlier in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. If you need another copy of the survey,
please e-mail reply, and I will mail one to you.
Thank you very much for your support. I look forward to hearing from
you soon.
Sincerely,

Falecia D. Williams
Director, College Transition Programs
Valencia Community College
P.O. Box 3028
Mail Code 4-40
Orlando, Florida 32802
fawilliams@valencia.cc.fl.us
(407) 582-1810 phone
(407) 582-1138 fax
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Falecia Williams

WilliamsFalecia_Distance Education Doctoral Study

Greetings,
Last week you should have received a direct mail communication from me regarding my
doctoral research study on distance education in the Florida Community College System
(FCCS). I would greatly appreciate your assistance in this endeavor by signing and
returning the forwarded Institutional Permission Form, thereby granting permission for me to
survey randomly selected distance learning educators within your institution.
I have attached a copy of the survey for your records and review. Please don't hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions about any of the information you have received.
Thank you very much for your support. I look forward to hearing from you soon.
Sincerely,
Falecia D. Williams
Director, College Transition Programs
Valencia Community College
P.O. Box 3028
Mail Code 4-40
Orlando, Florida 32802
fawilliams@valencia.cc.fl.us
(407) 582-1810 phone
(407) 582-1138 fax
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February 2006

Dear Colleague,
Approximately two weeks ago, I sent you a cover letter and survey questionnaire
regarding doctoral research about competencies for teaching an online course in your
community college. Since the spring term is busy time of the year and vacation time
dispersed throughout, you may not have had the time to complete and return the survey.
Your expertise and insight, however, are valuable and critical to the success of this
research, so allow me to again request your participation. Please take 10 – 15 minutes to
complete the enclosed survey and return it tome in the self-addressed, stamped envelope.
The information you provide is important and will add to the body of research on
distance education.
If you have recently returned your survey, please disregard this request and accept my
sincere appreciation for your response.
Thank you for your assistance and support.
Sincerely,

Falecia D. Williams
Doctoral Student
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